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A.  Introduction 

This chapter includes a reproduction of, and responses to, each letter received 
during the public review period.  Each letter is reproduced in its entirety, in 
the same order listed in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.  Letters are grouped by 
category as follows: 
♦ Local Agencies 
♦ Non-Governmental Organizations 
♦ Members of the Public 

 
Within each category, letters are arranged in chronological order by the date 
sent.  Each comment and response is labeled with a reference number in the 
margin.   
 
In addition, the chapter includes responses to comments received at the public 
hearing on the Draft EIR, which was held on February 25, 2010.  An official 
transcript of the public hearing is reproduced following the public comment 
letters. 
 
Two master responses have been prepared to allow for a more detailed re-
sponse to issues of particular concern to the public.  Master Response 1 ad-
dresses the Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.  
Master Response 2 addresses Security Issues.  Responses in the response ma-
trix direct the reader to the master responses as appropriate.  The master re-
sponses are included after the transcript of the public hearing, ahead of the 
response to comment matrix in this chapter.   
 
Responses to letters and public comments are presented in a matrix, following 
the master responses.  The reference number and text of the comments are 
presented alongside the response for ease of reference.  Where the same com-
ment has been made more than once, a response may direct the reader to an-
other numbered comment and response.  Where a response requires revisions 
to the Draft EIR, these revisions are explained and shown in Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR document. 
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B. Public Comments 

Comment letters received during the public review period are reproduced 
below, together with a transcript of the public hearing held on February 25, 
2010. 
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           1           BE IT REMEMBERED that on Thursday, February 25, 2010,

           2    commencing at the hour of 7:04 p.m. at the North Berkeley

           3    Senior Center, 1901 Hearst Street, Berkeley, California,

           4    JOANNA BROADWELL, a duly qualified Certified Shorthand

           5    Reporter, License No. 10959, in and for the State of

           6    California, reported the following proceedings.

           7                                --o0o--

           8                            PROCEEDINGS

           9             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  I am Mark Chekal-Bain.  I

          10     am the community relations officer for Lawrence

          11     Berkeley National Laboratory.  And welcome to the

          12     Seismic Life Safety Phase Two Project Draft EIR

          13     public hearing.  We appreciate everyone coming out

          14     tonight.  A couple of things before we start.  The

          15     maps over there are courtesy of Pam Sihvola, who is

          16     a community member who brought those.  I am sure

          17     she'll be talking about them during her public

          18     comment period later.  The bathrooms are right out

          19     here.  Unfortunately the screen on the stage is

          20     broken, so we have got this smaller screen.  So

          21     those of you who have been with us before, it is

          22     smaller.  If you can't see in the back you might

          23     want to move forward.

          24             This presentation will be on the Internet

          25     tomorrow morning.  So our goals this evening are to
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           1     provide an overview of the seismic life-safety phase

           2     two project and to give community members an

           3     opportunity to provide input into the environmental

           4     review process that is required under CEQA.

           5             I am giving the brief overview now, and

           6     Dr. Joe Gray will be talking about the research

           7     needs around this project.  The objectives and plans

           8     for the project as proposed will be discussed by

           9     Jerry O'Hearn, our projects director, CEQA

          10     environmental process by Jeff Philliber, our

          11     environmental planner, and then we will have one and

          12     a half hours of public comment.

          13             So we anticipate going to about 7:30 on our

          14     end, but we will have an hour and a half public

          15     comment if we need it.  Every speaker, we ask if you

          16     want to speak tonight, Beverly here -- you can raise

          17     your hand.  Beverly -- she has speaker cards.

          18     Please fill out your name and give them to her, and

          19     she will give them to me and Jeff.  And I will call

          20     you individually.

          21             Other ways to give input are to e-mail

          22     planning@lbl.gov, and send a letter to Jeff

          23     Philliber at Berkeley Lab.  Beverly has a U.S. mail

          24     address for Jeff Philliber up there if anyone needs

          25     that.  Again, this presentation will be on our
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           1     website tomorrow morning if not late tonight at this

           2     address, and Beverly has that address for that as

           3     well for anyone who needs it.

           4         For the public comment period, we do have ground rules

           5    that we have established.  First we ask everyone to fill out

           6    a card.  Everyone here, if you want to speak, will get a

           7    chance to speak.  For that to happen we allot three minutes

           8    per speaker.  And we ask that you not defer your time, like

           9    I know happens sometimes at Berkeley City Council meetings.

          10    You may not defer your time.  And we ask that you be

          11    respectful to all speakers with no interruptions or

          12    profanity.  If you do run out of time, since this is a small

          13    group tonight, so I am sure we will have more time later if

          14    people feel rushed in three minutes, we can do another few

          15    minutes later.

          16      Any questions on the ground rules or the logistics for the

          17    evening before I turn it over to Dr. Gray?  Okay.

          18             MR. GRAY:  Well, good evening.  I am Joe

          19     Gray.  I am the Life Sciences division director at

          20     the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  I am

          21     also an adjunct professor of laboratory medicine at

          22     the University California San Francisco.

          23             And I am really delighted to have an

          24     opportunity today to talk to you about some of the

          25     aspects of the Life Sciences Program that I think
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           1     will be impacted by what we discuss tonight.

           2           The Life Sciences Program at the Berkeley Laboratory,

           3    I think, addresses a number of issues that I believe are

           4    fundamentally important both scientifically and really

           5    through the community at large.  One of the major programs

           6    that we have at the Laboratory involves cancer research.

           7    And historically this has been a program that delved into

           8    the basic aspects of a variety of cancers but with

           9    particular interest in breast cancer.

          10          It started by looking at some of the fundamental

          11    biological characteristics of this disease and trying to

          12    understand what goes wrong as we develop cancers.  What is

          13    happening more recently in the program is that we have

          14    expanded the program to include aspects of moving this

          15    information into ways that we think can effectively improve

          16    the management of the disease.

          17          So we are beginning to explore such things as how the

          18    environment influences the instance of cancer.  Can we do a

          19    better job of detecting cancers early at a time when they

          20    can be more readily treated?  In particular we are

          21    interested in what we call a pathosis-prone cancers, those

          22    that are going to be lethal.  We have a major program aimed

          23    at that area.

          24          And then finally we have launched, really, an

          25    international program aimed at trying to figure out how to
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           1    personalize cancer treatment, how can we identify drugs that

           2    are going to be effective in particular cancers, and how can

           3    we make markers that allow us to identify which cancers to

           4    treat with which drugs.

           5          We have a major program in fundamental biology, a

           6    continuation of the long legacy of the National Laboratory

           7    investigating how life works.  It is some of these basic

           8    insights into the biology of life that we are beginning to

           9    apply in some of these other areas.  In collaboration with

          10    UC Berkeley we have a major neurosciences program.  In

          11    particular we are interested in trying to improve our

          12    ability to understand neurodegenerative diseases like

          13    Alzheimer's, how can we detect the onset of Alzheimer's

          14    earlier, how can we understand its characteristics and how

          15    can we use that information to mediate the disease.

          16          And finally we have a major program at the Laboratory

          17    in bioenergy and environmental cleanup.  The Department of

          18    Energy is very much investing in bioenergy.  I think this is

          19    one of the fundamental problems society faces in the future,

          20    and the Laboratory has a major insight on biology there on

          21    improving energy solution.

          22          So what do we need to do?  One of the things that I

          23    think the Laboratory really specializes in is bringing

          24    advanced instrumentation to understanding some of these

          25    complex problems that we are dealing with.  These really are
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           1    some of the most complex problems that I think mankind

           2    addresses.

           3          In order to understand these complex life situations,

           4    you need to have the best in measurement science technology.

           5    And the Laboratory as a whole specializes in this.  We are

           6    world experts in light and electron microscopy using a whole

           7    variety of imaging technologies that allows you to diagnose

           8    cancer.  And we specialize and bring all of these really

           9    state-of-the-art technologies to bear at the problems at

          10    hand.

          11          In order to address these really complicated problems

          12    that we have before us, this is not something that can be

          13    done, in my opinion, by an academic laboratory.  This

          14    requires teams of people who have skills in a variety of

          15    different areas.  So I think that the kind of science that

          16    is going to be done in the future that really is going to

          17    help us make progress on these complex problems is going to

          18    require we have cooperating teams, the biologists, chemists,

          19    occupational biologists, physicists, and we need to have

          20    strong collaborations between the Laboratory and

          21    participating academic institutions and, indeed, the private

          22    sector.

          23          One of things that the laboratory specializes in is

          24    being able to pull together the kinds of teams that are

          25    going to have the ability to address these big problems of

                                                                    7
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           1    our time.  So the problems that we face in doing this are

           2    substantial.  And just to bring a couple of these to your

           3    attention, one of them is that in order to be able to

           4    accomplish this kind of team science, you have to have

           5    people interacting together on a regular basis.

           6          One of the challenges that we face in our research is,

           7    remarkably, this occurs in 11 different buildings around the

           8    site.  What this means is that there are substantial

           9    distances between the people who really ought to be

          10    interacting on a daily basis.  So that keeps us from doing

          11    that.  It keeps us moving back and forth around the city.

          12    And I think this is the problem that we are continually

          13    facing.

          14          The other problem we are dealing with is many of our

          15    buildings are quite old, decades old, and in many cases

          16    structurally inefficient.  I think this is very much a

          17    health consideration for those of us who work in them.  And

          18    they certainly do not meet the needs of modern science.  So

          19    this is a situation, I think, that we have got a great

          20    internationally-respected program that addresses some

          21    important societal needs, that we have some infrastructure

          22    problems that need to be addressed.  With that I thank you

          23    for your attention.

          24             MR. O'HEARN:  My name is Jerry O'Hearn.  I

          25     am a project director for the Seismic Life-safety

                                                                    8
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           1     Modernization Project.  The project objectives

           2     include the safe, modern, flexible life-safety

           3     remedies for risks in general purpose research

           4     facilities and lab-wide resource buildings without

           5     resulting in net decrease and will consolidate

           6     approximately 100 research staff from these

           7     buildings back to the LBNL site.  And we will

           8     demolish seismically-rated very poor space along

           9     with antiquated trailers.

          10             The proposed project scope will replace

          11     seismically unsafe buildings with a new, modern and

          12     energy-efficient general-purpose laboratory.  GPL

          13     will stabilize Building 85 slope and demolish very

          14     seismically-poor spaces along with antiquated

          15     trailers.  This is a pictorial of the Lawrence

          16     Berkeley National Laboratory.

          17             Building 25 and 25B will be demolished with

          18     the very poor building in the center of the

          19     Laboratory.  There is an urban slope that is

          20     unstable during a seismic around Building 85.  We'll

          21     be stabilizing that.  The proposed general-purpose

          22     laboratory will go on the infill site on Building

          23     25, 33,000 gross square feet.  We will demolish five

          24     trailers at Building 61, and then Building 50, at

          25     the end of the project.  After that building is
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           1     vacated it will be demolished like that building.

           2             The new general purpose laboratory, we are

           3     proposing a project location of the existing

           4     Building 25/25B site.  That is the site that has

           5     been proposed.  We moved the GPL from the previously

           6     proposed site in Strawberry Canyon.  This proposed

           7     site is an infill site, a three-story building about

           8     43,000 gross square feet, 130 occupants.  We're

           9     planning for the groundbreaking.  The current design

          10     will outperform energy standards by over 50 percent

          11     and the project will not increase that.

          12             This is an aerial view, so at the right on

          13     the slide, the center of the slide is a combination

          14     view of the Building 25/25B and also the site of the

          15     proposed site for the general purpose laboratory.

          16     And this is an artist's rendition of the west

          17     elevation of the general purpose Lab.

          18          Building 85 slope stabilization, this part of the

          19    process will stabilize ancient landslide deposits that could

          20    move in the event of a significant earthquake.  An

          21    underground system would be installed such as a drilled pier

          22    foundation.  And this is an aerial view.  This is Building

          23    85, and the orange lines below create an underground system

          24    of retaining structures.

          25      So the buildings to be demolished, this is a slide of
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           1    Building 25, with 25 square gross feet, built over five
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           2    phases starting in 1946.  The building today is vacant.  The

           3    seismic rating is very poor.  This is Building 55.  It is

           4    19,000 gross square feet.  This life sciences building is

           5    occupied with the Life Sciences Program today, built over

           6    seven different phases.  The seismic rating is poor.

           7    Finally this is the picture of one or two of the buildings

           8    at Trailer 71.  They were installed over 30 years ago.

           9          So our preliminary schedule, phase demolition starts

          10    in 2010.  The general purpose laboratory construction starts

          11    in 2011.  Building 85 slide stabilization, that work starts

          12    in 2011.  The project will be complete in 2015.

          13          Thank you very much.

          14             MR. PHILLIBER:  Hi.  My name Jeffrey

          15     Philliber.  I am the Lab's environmental planner.

          16     The purpose of the meeting tonight is there is CEQA

          17     and also the University policy and to give you a

          18     chance to talk and for us to listen.  As you see, we

          19     have a court reporter who will be reporting

          20     everything that you say today.  We'll consider

          21     everything that is said, and we will put everything

          22     in the final environmental impact report and will

          23     respond to your comments and questions in that

          24     document.

          25          The way we generally conduct CEQA meetings is we will
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           1    start with a presentation, a brief presentation of the
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           2    project or action to be undertaken.  Then we will explain

           3    the environmental process along with present a brief

           4    overview of the document of this EIR, which is what I am

           5    doing here, and then, as Mark pointed out, we will open up

           6    the majority of the meeting to your questions and comments.

           7    That will be recorded.

           8             UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  You will answer

           9     questions?

          10             MR. PHILLIBER:  In the CEQA process in the

          11     environmental report, we start with the scoping

          12     period.  We issue a notice of preparation, which is

          13     a project description of what we are proposing.

          14     That is sent out along with some sort of initial

          15     study that gives our sort of best guess of what the

          16     environmental issues are going to be.  We distribute

          17     this widely to agencies in the public.

          18             We held a scoping meeting which many of you

          19     attended last year.  We take your comments and we

          20     consider those as the draft EIR is prepared.  The

          21     draft EIR is then again distributed to the public

          22     for a 45-day period along with agencies.  We hold a

          23     public hearing, which is what we are doing tonight.

          24             We have comments, we also take the written

          25     and e-mail comments during the 45-day period, and we
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           1     put each of them into the final environmental impact

           2     report called a Final Response to Comments document.
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           3     And we respond accordingly.  The final EIR, once it

           4     is completed, then is made available for the public

           5     to look at before it goes to the Regents.  And

           6     finally the document goes to the Regents.  If they

           7     decide to approve it, they certify it.  They also

           8     have the option to not.  At the same time we also

           9     consider approving the design in this project.

          10             These are just the rough dates associated

          11     with this process.  The scoping process was held in

          12     the beginning of December of '08 and continuing

          13     through January 2009.  The draft EIR, of course, was

          14     circulated starting January 29th of this year, and

          15     the comment period closes March 15th.  The final EIR

          16     should be made available sometime in April, and we

          17     are expecting to go to the Regents meeting which

          18     will be on May 9th in San Francisco.

          19             UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  When is the public

          20     comment period again?

          21             MR. PHILLIBER:  That ends March 15 for the

          22     draft EIR.  This is just a brief list of the major

          23     issues that are considered.  In the environmental

          24     impact report, of course, you look at it and you

          25     will see all of these individual chapters.  It was
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           1     only one significant unavoidable impact that was

           2     found through our analysis in the EIR.  And that has
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           3     to do with cumulative traffic impacts for four

           4     intersections, four intersections are all along the

           5     Gayley Road between the University and the Lab.

           6     They are, just briefly, Durant and Piedmont, Hearst

           7     and Gayley and La Loma, Gayley and Stadium Rim Way

           8     and Bancroft and Piedmont.

           9             They are significant and unavoidable,

          10     significant, although we project a very minor

          11     increase of peak commute-hour traffic to those

          12     intersections.  The way that CEQA significant

          13     criteria reads, we concluded it is, nevertheless,

          14     significant.  It is unavoidable because even though

          15     we propose mitigation, the mitigation is not in our

          16     power to enact.  We pledge to contribute our fair

          17     share to the mitigation, but, again, as a

          18     technicality of CEQA, we cannot call it avoidable

          19     because we cannot initiate the mitigation.

          20             This document also has one additional

          21     feature which serves as a supplementation of the

          22     2006 environmental impact report.  And just briefly

          23     what that means is that when we do the 2006

          24     environmental impact report, the Bancroft and

          25     Piedmont intersection was not projected to be at a
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           1     certain level of service in the year 2025.  The

           2     circumstances have changed between now and then.  We

           3     have concluded that there would be a level of
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           4     service degradation sufficient to find that

           5     situation unavoidable.  So we added that to both

           6     documents through this one.  Again, so it is -- you

           7     can take a look at that.  It is woven throughout the

           8     document.

           9             We consider a broad range of alternatives

          10     including off-site alternatives and project

          11     alternatives.  There is also, in parallel

          12     independent of the CEQA process, there is a process

          13     under the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA

          14     taking place currently under -- by the Department of

          15     Energy.  They are expecting to have a draft

          16     environmental assessment be issued sometime probably

          17     in the next month.  If you have any questions about

          18     that document or process, we invite you to direct

          19     them to the Department of Energy Berkeley site

          20     office.  And the address is on the board there.  I

          21     see some folks are writing it down.

          22             UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Jeff, do they send

          23     notification when the NEPA document is available?

          24             MR. PHILLIBER:  I believe a notice of

          25     availability will be issued.
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           1             MS. SIHVOLA:  Is it possible to comment on

           2     the document?

           3             MR. PHILLIBER:  If it is a draft EIR, yes.
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           4             MS. SIHVOLA:  So you think it is going to be

           5     out in a month?

           6             MR. PHILLIBER:  I can't speak anymore

           7     because it is their process.  Like I said, if and

           8     when they issue any NEPA documents I would certainly

           9     be notified.  Again, if you have further questions

          10     please contact them.  I am sure they would be very

          11     pleased to answer you, to answer the questions.

          12             MS. SIHVOLA:  The Regents don't really deal

          13     with NEPA.

          14             MR. PHILLIBER:  Correct.  I just wanted to

          15     say one more thing about the CEQA process.  I know

          16     that we have been here doing it the 12 years that I

          17     have been at the Lab.  And I know on several

          18     occasions folks have voiced a question as to whether

          19     the CEQA process has meaning or if it is taken

          20     seriously.  At the same time I want to address the

          21     fact that it has taken a year to go from the scoping

          22     process to a draft EIR because I saw several

          23     eyebrows raised when the slide went up.

          24             And I want to point to one feature of the

          25     project.  Generally the project I think was
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           1     generally well received except for one particular

           2     aspect of it.  And that was the location of the GPL

           3     which at the time was proposed to be at the corner,

           4     that area of Strawberry Canyon that was adjacent to
Page 16
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           5     the UC Botanical Gardens which was very

           6     controversial.  We heard a lot of concerns from many

           7     of you folks here at our scoping meeting and also

           8     the comments.

           9             As a result of that, that CEQA process and

          10     also just the fact that we are always -- we don't

          11     rest, we are always planning, we reevaluated the

          12     location of the GPL and came up with a new preferred

          13     location for it which Jerry mentioned in his

          14     presentation.  It is in the heart of the Lab.  It is

          15     in what is called Old Town.  It is a completely

          16     newly-developed site.  It is outside of what we

          17     traditionally think of as Strawberry Canyon.

          18             I want to say that the CEQA process is

          19     something that we do take very seriously.  We do

          20     listen very intently to what you tell us.  There are

          21     times when, again, you follow the CEQA process.

          22     Changes can occur that I think most people are

          23     pleased about.  So having said that I want to

          24     encourage you to continue engaging us in the CEQA

          25     process.  We look forward to hearing what you have
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           1     to say.  Thank you.

           2             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Okay.  So now we are going

           3     to start the public comment period.  First of all, I

           4     want to ask people to turn off their cell phones
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           5     which I will do.  So Marissa over here is going to

           6     be our timekeeper.  She is going to sort of flag me

           7     when you have 15 seconds left, and I will flag you.

           8     If my hand goes up it means you have 15 seconds

           9     left.  You should wrap up what you are saying.

          10             And so, first of all, for the few of you who

          11     came in later, to speak tonight you need to fill out

          12     the card.  Beverly over there has the cards if you

          13     want to turn one in.  And if you want to speak,

          14     please do so now.  Everyone will get a chance to

          15     speak, three minutes per speaker.  We ask that

          16     everybody is respectful to one another and no

          17     interruptions and no profanity.  As Jeff said, we

          18     have a court reporter here, so if you can please say

          19     your name slowly and clearly.  And if it is a

          20     difficult name just if you can spell it out that

          21     would be helpful.

          22             I am going to leave this slide up here,

          23     which is how to contact us for the evening, and, of

          24     course, I will go back to the ground rules if I need

          25     to.  So any questions on how the public comment
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           1     works?  Sure.  Go ahead.

           2             UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Can people pass time

           3     off?

           4             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  No.  You may not pass time

           5     off to someone else.  But if you don't finish
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           6     speaking after three minutes, I will anticipate,

           7     based on the size of the group, you will have time

           8     to come up a second time.  We are going to end at

           9     nine no matter what, but I am pretty confident those

          10     who want to speak twice will be able to.

          11             There are some maps that Pam Sihvola is

          12     going to be using in her presentation when she has

          13     her three minutes.  With that, Beverly, do you have

          14     cards for us?  So I will be calling the name of the

          15     person speaking and then the person on deck, if you

          16     will.

          17             So first speaker is Susan Samson.  And the

          18     second speaker will be Barbara Robben.  Oh, you are

          19     going to go up there at the microphone right here.

          20             MS. SAMSON:  My name is Susan Samson.

          21     Although I come here as a 45-year Berkeley resident

          22     who has witnessed many changes in our community.  I

          23     come here primarily as a science advocate.  I am

          24     involved with the UCSF program.  I am here to

          25     address a critical issue between my role as an
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           1     advocate striving to define the promises and

           2     transportation of the Genomics Medicine Initiative,

           3     how the seismic life-safety replacement of general

           4     purpose buildings can benefit the community and more

           5     effectively influence innovation in the life
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           6     sciences.

           7             I actually bring to the table voices of many

           8     people who share the core belief that the Berkeley

           9     Academy of Sciences has boldness, vision and a sense

          10     of urgency.  Many have argued that the next century

          11     of scientific technological innovations will be most

          12     profound in life sciences, and, as Joe mentioned,

          13     bringing state-of-the-art measurement to address the

          14     critical problems of our time.

          15             LBNL holds a critical role in improving the

          16     research process for selected cancers and focuses on

          17     systems and biologic approaches to highlight

          18     mechanisms that influence individual responses to

          19     therapies.  Powerful genotyping tools have allowed

          20     LBNL researchers to assemble information about gene

          21     abnormalities in breast cancer through genotyping

          22     tools that provide biomarkers.

          23             Researchers will detect metastases from

          24     breast cancers before they are metastasized.  This

          25     work contributes to all our well being, and LBNL
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           1     must continue to take a leadership role.  However,

           2     although LBNL is poised to do great things in this

           3     emerging age of personalized medicine, it can only

           4     do so if its research needs are met.

           5             The new seismically-safe modern building

           6     will improve efficiency and consolidate functions
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           7     and will create a lifestyle that will ultimately

           8     help, for example, or accelerate the understanding

           9     of the molecular basis of cancer through the

          10     application of geno-analysis technology.  I am

          11     pleased that the serious consideration about how to

          12     address scientific and practical challenges

          13     including traffic impacts is beginning now.  I thank

          14     you for your attention.

          15             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Thank you.  Next we have

          16     got Barbara Robben and Gene Bernardi.

          17             MS. ROBBEN:  Is there any way I can turn to

          18     address the audience?  There is about twenty of us

          19     back here.  I don't know what you look like, but I

          20     know what your back looks like.  And I would also

          21     like a place to rest my document, if possible.

          22             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  The reason we do it this

          23     way is we are actually the agency, if you will.

          24             MS. SIHVOLA:  Put the microphone up and let

          25     her speak from there.
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           1             MR. PHILLIBER:  If she speaks into the

           2     microphone everyone should hear.

           3             MS. SIHVOLA:  Put the microphone over there.

           4             MR. PHILLIBER:  We will make sure everyone

           5     can hear.  If you like we can hold the document for

           6     you.
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           7             MS. SIHVOLA:  Put it over there.  It is not

           8     a big deal.

           9             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  So --

          10             MS. SIHVOLA:  It is not a big deal.  This is

          11     our meeting, guys.

          12             MR. PHILLIBER:  We are going to go ahead and

          13     continue.  This is the way we always do it.  We are

          14     the audience.

          15             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  We are going to go

          16     forward.  So Barbara Robben and then Gene Bernardi.

          17             MS. ROBBEN:  Well, first I want to thank you

          18     for your document I received.  It is, indeed, a

          19     beautiful document.  I don't know how many of you

          20     have seen this.  One of my concerns is whether the

          21     people that really would be interested in this or

          22     affected by this would be aware that this meeting is

          23     taking place and there is documents available.  So

          24     thank you for listening.

          25             And then to address the subject matter of
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           1     the document, I would say LBNL wants to put more

           2     buildings up in Strawberry Canyon, and the fact that

           3     it is a canyon should give you folks pause because

           4     it is not the place that you want to put a lot of

           5     buildings.  A canyon really implies steepness, which

           6     you have up there, and we know that not only is the

           7     Hayward fault nearby, but it is very -- a lot of
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           8     landslides have happened, and they are going to be

           9     happening.  And then to avoid that in order to build

          10     the building that has a chance of being safe up

          11     there you are pouring a lot of money into

          12     reinforcing the foundation, which is basically

          13     taxpayer money.  So we might better be spending it

          14     on reinforcing our own foundations.

          15             But it is going to build evermore buildings

          16     on the hillside, which is hazardous.  So looking at

          17     the historical part of why the University was even

          18     located up where it is is because there is a

          19     multitude of springs up in Strawberry Canyon.  The

          20     idea was that they were supposed to get their water

          21     from that supply.  So as you fill the canyon with

          22     parking lots and buildings and so forth you know

          23     there is going to be water there.

          24             So in the past there has been landslides,

          25     and there has been a well built to rid the area of
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           1     water accumulating.  That water slides down into

           2     Strawberry Creek, goes through the campus.  I know

           3     the campus has got restriction in case anybody wants

           4     to do a project in Strawberry Canyon, they advise

           5     waist-waders and rubber gloves.  So that is not

           6     totally (inaudible) water that is being pumped out

           7     of the Canyon.
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           8             So there are many reasons why I think that

           9     the University and the Lab and the DOE, whoever is

          10     involved, should not be putting more structures up

          11     in the Canyon.  I think when you talk about

          12     collaboration, that is not really as significant as

          13     the fact that if you should be -- if you are going

          14     to demolish anything at all, you should be moving

          15     out of the Canyon to other locations if there are,

          16     indeed, other locations.

          17             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  15 seconds.

          18             MS. ROBBEN:  Thank you for my 180 seconds.

          19             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Next we have Gene Bernardi

          20     and then Georgia Wright.

          21             MS. BERNARDI:  I am Gene Bernardi of the

          22     Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste.  And I wish to

          23     address the so-called seismic safety plan for the

          24     hazardous waste-handling facility.  Replacement of

          25     the hazardous waste-handling facility, of the
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           1     replacement of hazardous waste facilities, which is

           2     replacing existing hazardous waste, should never

           3     have been built in its presents location situated

           4     behind Lawrence Berkeley Lab's east gate on the

           5     Wildcat fault, which area is in the City of Oakland.

           6             In order to build this non-nuclear facility

           7     for the storage of radioactive and hazardous waste,

           8     it was necessary to do at least four things, one,
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           9     ignore the Wildcat fault.  Two, ignore the safety

          10     implications of slope stability problems.  Three,

          11     failed to do a supplementary EIR when two major

          12     changes were made to the original EIR, namely,

          13     building a non-nuclear facility for storage of

          14     radioactive and hazardous waste and moving the

          15     fence-line a considerable distance from the existing

          16     fence-line around the hazardous waste-handling

          17     facility.

          18             So, first of all, it was built on the

          19     Wildcat fault.  They were aware of this, if not

          20     under their own knowledge but through public

          21     comments.  They ignored the safety implications of

          22     slopes' building problems, this despite number one,

          23     the Lab's own revelation in response to public

          24     comments IS-7, which indicated that a slide 50 feet

          25     long by 100 feet wide occurred along the access road
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           1     to the side of the replacement facility in the

           2     winter of 1994, '95.  That is not ancient, which is

           3     what I heard a few moments ago.  And, number two,

           4     the knowledge provided in public comment of the

           5     University of California press release that reported

           6     that Centennial Drive, which connects to the access

           7     road which the handling facility was closed for

           8     eight months in 1993 and 1994 due to a huge slide,
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           9     again, not ancient.

          10             Three, failure to do a supplementary EIR

          11     when two major changes were made to the original

          12     EIR, first building a non-nuclear facility for

          13     storage of radioactive hazardous waste because the

          14     Department of Energy's western division, quote,

          15     determined that the benefits of constructing a

          16     nuclear facility do not justify the additional cost,

          17     unquote.

          18             Surely a nuclear facility has more safety

          19     features than a non-nuclear facility.  Is safety not

          20     worth the cost?  In order to fall below the

          21     threshold for category 3 non-reactor nuclear

          22     facilities --

          23             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  I need to cut you off.

          24     But your time is up.

          25             MS. BERNARDI:  My time is up?  We will have
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           1     to continue later.  Thank you.

           2             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  So the next we have got is

           3     Georgia Wright and then Garniss Curtis.  Georgia

           4     Wright then Garniss Curtis.

           5             MS. WRIGHT:  I am Dr. Georgia Wright, a

           6     member of Save Strawberry Canyon.  And I would like

           7     to point out that the objectives for this seismic

           8     safety phase two begin with to provide a safe modern

           9     scientific, et cetera.  Thereafter if we look at
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          10     some of the findings in your appendix, it certainly

          11     looks as though all of the "safe" business has just

          12     been brushed under the rug.

          13             I have been reading those geotech reports,

          14     and there are astonishingly huge trenches collapsing

          15     because they were 15 feet tall and full of mud, just

          16     clay.  There were very few real deep sampling core

          17     samples taken.  And with the shallow trenches that

          18     were made, even the 50 feet ones ran into nothing

          19     but junk conglomerates, andesite, basalt, different

          20     volcanic stones.  What they call bedrock is probably

          21     only individual stones.  We know about that in this

          22     area of Berkeley.

          23             For example, if you got to the bottom of a

          24     creek and you decided to call an engineer and see if

          25     you can make your foundations, he may find a nice
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           1     place to put the foundation.  You start putting it

           2     in two feet away and you hit a rock, so this is just

           3     messy stuff.  And yet you want to talk about new

           4     instrumentation and a safe environment, paying no

           5     attention to the costs, that will be at least

           6     one-third higher if you are building in the hills in

           7     order to strengthen this and in the event of the

           8     earthquake, which is due in -- is overdue now, which

           9     will be something like 6.7.  And this is admitted in
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          10     your report.  There will be great loss of taxpayer

          11     money and of life as landslides and buildings

          12     collapse on the buildings below.  Thank you.

          13             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Thank you.  Next will be

          14     Garniss Curtis and then John Shively.

          15             MR. CURTIS:  My name is Garniss Curtis.  I

          16     am concerned about the danger of the Hayward fault

          17     with respect to the buildings on the hill, Lawrence

          18     Berkeley Lab, and people, students in the Foothill

          19     housing and Stern housing.  The material on the hill

          20     is resting on soft material with large blocks of

          21     (inaudible) lava in it.  And the contact on this

          22     side goes from the south end of the botanic garden

          23     in a curve back to the Cyclotron and around to

          24     Shasta Road closing up an (inaudible) circle that

          25     suggests a large crater.

                                                                    28
�

                           CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700

           1             The blocks that we see in that, large blocks

           2     of andesite are standing on end.  They clearly

           3     indicate that something collapsed into a big hole,

           4     probably a caldera.  And then it filled with water

           5     so that sediments were deposited on top of this.

           6     But these blocks had different positions, left large

           7     voids which were filled with water and, in fact,

           8     Berkeley, in the early days got its water from these

           9     voids until they -- until the -- they used up all

          10     theirs.
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          11             So when Ben Leonard studied this with John

          12     Shively, they drew a (inaudible) in to see if they

          13     can tap one of these big things.  And they did tap

          14     it.  I was there when he was getting 400 gallons a

          15     minute from the side (inaudible), and then things

          16     collapsed.

          17             So then they drilled a vertical hole, and

          18     they took out 14 to 16 million gallons of water in

          19     10 years.  This is water that is trapped between the

          20     fault blocks, this collapsed Calderas.  And this is

          21     what most of the hill is built on.  On the west side

          22     where the (inaudible) boundary comes around, the

          23     sediments of shale are dipping westward.  They are

          24     rising at a centimeter per year, the same rate that

          25     the Hayward fault is moving.  We are told the
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           1     Hayward fault will have a 65 percent chance of a

           2     major earthquake in -- before 2032.  And things are

           3     going to look very bad after that.  Thank you.

           4             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Thank you.  So just a

           5     reminder, in 15 seconds I am going to put my hand

           6     up, and then I will tell you when your time is up in

           7     three minutes.

           8             MS. SIHVOLA:  Would you turn the volume up?

           9     I still can't hear.

          10             MR. SHIVELY:  I am John Shively.  You are
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          11     going to give me credit here?  When does time start?

          12             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  She hasn't started yet.

          13             MR. SHIVELY:  I am John Shively.  I am an

          14     engineer.  And I was an engineer -- I was a campus

          15     principle engineer in 1974 when I got a call from

          16     the Lab telling me that there was an major slide

          17     going on, and we needed to come address it because

          18     part of the slide was not on LBNL's property at that

          19     time.  So I called the engineer, B.J. Leonard, the

          20     civil engineer, and he came and showed up, and we

          21     went up to the Lab.  And at that time the slide over

          22     on the west side below Lawrence Hall of Science was

          23     very active, was sliding down, had broken the road

          24     inside LBNL.  By the way, this is in the dry month

          25     of August 1974 when the sun was shining and
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           1     everything was beautiful.

           2             At any rate, Dr. McMillan, who was the

           3     director of the Lab at that time, was out there, and

           4     he had all of these caterpillar tractors out to

           5     start pushing the earth away.  And our consulting

           6     engineer, B.J. Leonard, called me aside.  And I

           7     won't quote all the words he said, but he, in

           8     essence, told me they are crazy.  They have got to

           9     stop.  They are unloading it the wrong way.  It is

          10     going to precipitate more.

          11              It had already broken the road.  It had
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          12     broken the underground utilities serving much of the

          13     Lab, and it had broken a building in two.  It was a

          14     mess.  And the Lab had retained -- I think it is

          15     O.C. Jones with a bunch of caterpillar tractors on

          16     the hillside.  At any rate.  I got that stopped

          17     because I noticed that the tractors were in

          18     violation of the OSHA roll-over protection.  And

          19     finally the Lab apparently later retained Leonard

          20     himself who advised them on how to deal with it.

          21             Nonetheless, this was just an indication of

          22     further instability of that hill.  And it was not

          23     precipitated by an earthquake.  It was precipitated

          24     by underground water that is coming from higher up

          25     over in Tilden.  And I came up with the idea of
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           1     intercepting the water with a -- well, up by the

           2     Space Sciences Lab, and it worked but -- apparently

           3     I am running out of time.  My recommendation to the

           4     Lab -- and I am supported, by the way.  Dr. Curtis

           5     is a professor emeritus, and he can speak to the

           6     issue of geology far better than I can.  His

           7     recommendation is to stop any further development of

           8     the Lab, pack up your bags and move elsewhere.

           9     Thank you.

          10             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Thank you.  Now I have got

          11     Janice Thomas, and that is my last card.  If anyone
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          12     else is planning to speak, you need to fill out a

          13     card with Beverly.

          14             MS. THOMAS:  Good evening.  My name is

          15     Janice Thomas.  And I want to say hello to Susan

          16     Samson.  Hi there.  Because as an advocate of

          17     science, I really want to join with you in

          18     encouraging this laboratory to move in a direction

          19     that will expedite research and promote

          20     efficiencies.  UCSF has four campuses.  They

          21     collaborate, they are efficient, they are effective,

          22     and they grew out of that.  And when they realized

          23     that they had expanded beyond the site's capacity

          24     with pressure from the community and listening to

          25     the University, they found a better site.  I applaud
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           1     you guys with listening in respect to the general

           2     purpose lab.  This room would have been packed to

           3     the rim had you all remained at that site.

           4             But I want you, over all, to continue to

           5     really, really hear.  You can see that there are

           6     concerns.  The more we learn about the geological

           7     conditions, the more we will be sharing with you

           8     all, and the burden upon you will be greater to

           9     respond to that.  And that is why, again, it was

          10     reaching out to the science advocate because, again,

          11     the landslide that Mr. Shively talked about and the

          12     caldera that Dr. Curtis talked about are real
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          13     phenomena.

          14             The people who have institutional memory are

          15     you, Jeff Philliber.  The decision-makers, honestly,

          16     they come and go.  As one of the old-school people

          17     here I have seen a lot of movement of leadership, of

          18     course.  But the decision-makers aren't here.  And

          19     so we are going to have to somehow communicate

          20     loudly enough and effectively enough to get movement

          21     to find a better place to grow this campus.

          22             I know when 2025 comes around and this EIP

          23     comes out -- there will be a new one coming out -- I

          24     probably won't be participating in that one.  But I

          25     keep thinking, is this the best place for the next
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           1     hundred years of science?  We are going to need

           2     science a hundred years from now, and we are

           3     investing in this place.  So I just want you all to

           4     think about that.  Thank you.

           5             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Any other cards?  These

           6     will be the last three.  I will put your card in.

           7     So I have got -- the last four will be Carl Friberg,

           8     Lesley Emmington, Pam Sihvola, Carol Schemmerling,

           9     and Pam Sihvola will be the last four.  So Carl

          10     Friberg and then Leslie Emmington.

          11             MR. FRIBERG:  My name is Carl Friberg.  And

          12     I speak on behalf of the steering committee for
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          13     BLUE, Berkeleyans for a Liveable University

          14     Environment.  I don't know where to start on this.

          15     Basically no, no, no, no.  The City of Berkeley, you

          16     know, or the University costs the City of Berkeley

          17     approximately $14 million a year beyond what the

          18     University contributes, something like that.  The

          19     last thing we need in this city, not only is it the

          20     idea itself, to have more trucks come across our

          21     roads, driving through our neighborhoods and, you

          22     know, tearing up our city.

          23             People of Berkeley, the residents pay

          24     federal taxes, we pay state taxes, we pay city taxes

          25     and now we have to pay for all of the damage you and
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           1     the University does to our city.  And now you want

           2     to ruin Strawberry Canyon more than it already is.

           3             There is a lot of places that would welcome

           4     you with open arms, really, through the state, even

           5     nearby here.  Your second alternative in your EIR

           6     would be perfect.  Richmond needs the employment.

           7     It does not -- Berkeley does not.  We are crowded.

           8     We can't park in our own neighborhoods on our block.

           9     Even though I have a permit, I have to drive around

          10     sometimes for 15 to 20 minutes to find a place to

          11     park.

          12             The streets are terrible.  They are chewed

          13     up.  We have construction all over the University
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          14     right now.  You are going to be building on a place

          15     where there is landslides.  You have to tear down

          16     buildings to put up new buildings probably for more

          17     people to be driving through our streets.  I thought

          18     you had some planners up there, people with

          19     intelligence.  It doesn't seem that way.  I mean, I

          20     am upset that I have to take time out of my family

          21     evening to come down here and even say anything to

          22     this.  Disgraceful.

          23             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Okay.  Leslie Emmington

          24     and Carol Schemmerling.

          25             MS. EMMINGTON:  My name is Leslie Emmington,
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           1     and I live at 1955 The Uplands.  And I am a member

           2     of Save Strawberry Canyon.  And I wanted to respond

           3     to Dr. Gray because I know he is a gentleman

           4     undoubtedly of great integrity for his research --

           5     your research, and you are excited about facilities

           6     that will make the research possible.  And the

           7     kernel of your research is hope to bring health to

           8     problems we have in modern society.

           9             And Carl just mentioned the complexity or

          10     the questions of why this is the place.  And there

          11     are so many themes here, but I think the main theme

          12     is the place and the health of the place and the

          13     instability of the place.  And it's constricted.
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          14     And you are hoping to have synergy and growth.  And

          15     one discovery might lead to another discovery.  And

          16     this is a place that didn't develop naturally.

          17             It developed because of World War II secret

          18     research.  It is not a natural place to be.  It is

          19     not a place where federal sustainability money

          20     should be used and applied.  It is not part of the

          21     community.  We understand this research is open

          22     to -- it is not secret.  It is part of our greater

          23     community.  And the millions and billions of dollars

          24     that are going into this research from federal

          25     stimulus money, perhaps, should be in a place like
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           1     Richmond.

           2             There are so many things that have been said

           3     by people, but one thing I would like to emphasize

           4     again from today's New York Times is that that

           5     central feature of the front page was earthquakes.

           6     And we have been building buildings that are a

           7     threat to communities.  They are in places they

           8     shouldn't be.  There is earthquake faults running

           9     obviously, and this is just a place that is not

          10     healthy for LBNL as well as for the community.

          11             So let's all get together.  We don't need a

          12     CAG because that is talking about some future.  We

          13     need to talk about right now, the crisis of right

          14     now, joining together and finding an alternative
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          15     site that gives an advantage to you and a community

          16     profile to you that enhances your image and your

          17     improvement and your research.  So let's do it

          18     differently.  Thanks.

          19             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Thank you.  So I have got

          20     Carol Schemmerling and Pam.  Anyone want to speak a

          21     second time?  Okay.  If everyone wants to, what I

          22     want to do, to get going -- who wants to speak a

          23     second time?  We can put two on the back.  Pam, I am

          24     just going to let you go six minutes, if that works

          25     for you.
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           1             MS. SIHVOLA:  I would like you to turn up

           2     the volume.  It is not just me.

           3             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Okay.  So Carol and then

           4     Pam.

           5             MS. SCHEMMERLING:  Once again, you guys,

           6     maybe we should televise this and have, you know, a

           7     sit com for the public to know what citizens in

           8     Berkeley go through periodically trying to let the

           9     University and the Lab know how we feel about what

          10     they are doing.

          11             I happen to work at the Berkeley -- U.C.

          12     Berkeley's botanical garden when this happened, what

          13     Mr. Shively was talking about.  Because there was so

          14     much water in those hills that during the worst
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          15     drought we had had, the gardeners were embarrassed

          16     to be seen watering because they had so much water

          17     coming off the hill that they watered at night so

          18     nobody would see that they were using a huge amount

          19     of water in the garden.  And that went on for a long

          20     time.  That was a long drought.  That water kept

          21     coming out.

          22             It didn't seem to have much affect on

          23     anybody's sensibilities up at the Lab.  Oh, well.

          24     We will just let it come out.  All that wonderful

          25     water we could have been using elsewhere except that
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           1     now most of the water that comes down that hill is

           2     not clean enough to use.  And you have to understand

           3     that whatever is up there is going to come down to

           4     the Bay and through our houses and gardens and

           5     streets.

           6             You have that nano-technology lab emitting

           7     nano-particles that you have no way of knowing the

           8     effect.  What if there is an earthquake?  What if

           9     there is a fire?  You don't know what is going to

          10     happen.  The Brits say if you inhale enough of it

          11     you suffocate.  But you are just casual.  Well, you

          12     know, science has to march on.  And we are trying to

          13     keep up with it.  It is so irresponsible.

          14             You need to get out of there.  You need to

          15     clean up the mess that you have made.  You can take
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          16     down those buildings and clean it up and restore it.

          17     My field is horticulture and we fix creeks.  You

          18     have got to restore those hills.  You cannot keep

          19     damaging them, ruining them for anything else.  You

          20     have got that eucalyptus grove impregnated with

          21     tritium that you tried to sell to some Asian country

          22     until they got wise to it.  I mean, what kind of

          23     people do things like that?  You are pigs.  You

          24     don't clean your place up.  The stuff that's been

          25     going on up there is just crazy.  You have got a lot

                                                                    39
�

                           CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700

           1     of junk up there.  You have got a lot of old stuff.

           2     Get rid of it all.  Fix the hills.  You have got

           3     that tritium plume coming down the Strawberry Creek.

           4     You have got to do something to clean up your mess.

           5             And unfortunately, although people have

           6     advised you to go to Richmond, God save them if you

           7     go to Richmond because you are such slobs.  You

           8     really don't know how to take care of things.  But

           9     you are going to do great science.  I am sorry.  I

          10     am not impressed.  I want you to get out of the

          11     canyon.  I want you to restore the hillside, clean

          12     up your mess and go.  Do science, if you have to,

          13     somewhere else.  If you don't, I mean, we lived for

          14     many millenniums without your science.

          15             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Pam Sihvola and then any
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          16     other cards for a second time?  Okay.  We are going

          17     to do six minutes for her, and then after you will

          18     be Gene Bernardi.

          19             MS. SIHVOLA:  Good evening.  My name is

          20     Pamela Sihvola with the Committee to Minimize Toxic

          21     Waste.  For the past 15 years we have worked trying

          22     to understand and expose the historical

          23     contamination at the Lawrence Berkeley National

          24     Laboratory.  In 1996, as Gene mentioned, we were

          25     desperately concerned about the construction of the
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           1     replacement of the hazardous waste handling facility

           2     in a landslide area right on top of earthquake

           3     faults.  Indeed, this is a map that shows the

           4     canyon.  All these lines indicate fault lines.  And

           5     the hazardous waste-handling facility is right here,

           6     right on top of the east canyon fault.

           7             And then the General Purpose Lab was

           8     proposed to be placed right on top of the fault.

           9     These areas marked with the green indicate the

          10     historic legacy contamination of the Lawrence

          11     Berkeley National Laboratory.  The Building 25 site

          12     that has been mentioned as a replacement area for

          13     the General Purpose Lab is in a landslide area, as

          14     we all learned from the EIR.  And it is right smack

          15     in the middle of the largest plume within the old

          16     town.  The old town is right here.
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          17             And I have some questions about the

          18     demolition of the Old Town as well.  There were five

          19     buildings in the notice of preparation for this

          20     particular EIR that were located in the Old Town,

          21     but suddenly they disappeared and went into a

          22     project called the demolition of the Old Town for

          23     which I understand nobody in the community knew

          24     anything about a negative declaration that was

          25     issued.  So we are very concerned about what
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           1     happened to those five buildings from the original

           2     plan and why, indeed, there was no environmental

           3     review for those particular documents.

           4             Building 55 is up here.  It is also part of

           5     another plume that is associated with this section

           6     of the Lab.  And Building 71, all the trailers are

           7     in an area where contamination exists.  In addition

           8     to the contamination, we have the earthquake fault.

           9     They are numerous and they all belong to the -- I

          10     mean, the whole Laboratory, the whole canyon belongs

          11     to the Hayward earthquake fault zone.  And, indeed,

          12     I think initially all this should have been and may

          13     have been part of the (inaudible) zone which,

          14     indeed, has been modified at least 12 times since

          15     the past.

          16             The earthquake issue is a real concern.

Page 41

PH-28

PH-27
cont.

PH-30

PH-29



PublicHearing_2-25-10.txt
          17     This map here shows the major slide areas.  Again,

          18     we have faults, we have creeks, and then we have the

          19     slides.  This is the big one which is the main

          20     reason why the -- well, the hazardous waste-handling

          21     facility is now supposed to be retrofitted.  This

          22     map -- these buildings are from the Lab's 2006

          23     long-range development plan EIR.  Everything in

          24     black indicates proposed buildings.

          25             I don't know what, indeed, the Laboratory is
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           1     planning to put, but this is a huge landslide area.

           2     Everything in black should never be materialized.  I

           3     mean, it is sort of insane to even start

           4     retrofitting the hazardous waste-handling facility.

           5     I can't even imagine that the piers will be long

           6     enough.  I mean, where are they going to be

           7     anchored?  I mean, it is a huge slide, and I will

           8     bet you that -- I mean, I didn't see any real

           9     documentation that showed where there is stable

          10     ground where you can anchor anything.

          11             They should go out of the canyon.  Here is

          12     the Old Town.  Again, everything in brown indicates

          13     slide areas.  And this is -- I mean, you look at all

          14     these proposed buildings.  They are in treacherous

          15     areas, and if they are not located in a chemical or

          16     radioactive contamination site they are in a

          17     landslide area that is specifically defined by the
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          18     state of California as being an earthquake-induced

          19     landslide hazard zone which means landslide will be

          20     mobilized in the event of a major earthquake which

          21     we are expecting to happen any day now.

          22             So please take this matter very seriously,

          23     review the real dangers of these particular

          24     proposals and, indeed, very seriously consider

          25     off-loading these buildings from the hillside.
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           1     Thank you.

           2             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Okay.  Now we have got

           3     Gene Bernardi and then Janice Thomas.

           4             MS. BERNARDI:  I would like to correct my

           5     previous comments to say that the Lab ignored the

           6     east canyon fault when it cited the hazardous waste

           7     handling facility on a fault.  So I was indicating

           8     the hanky-pank that the Lab went through in order to

           9     build the replacement hazardous waste-handling

          10     facility, and that they decided after the original

          11     EIR to build a non-nuclear facility originally.

          12     They were to build a Category Three non-reactor

          13     nuclear facility.  That was what the original EIR

          14     said.

          15             But the tritium focus group actually was

          16     able to get the Department of Energy to change the

          17     threshold for such a facility from 1,000 Curies to
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          18     16,600 Curies in order to make it possible for them

          19     to not build a nuclear facility.  That is despite

          20     the fact that there was a huge inventory, about

          21     39,000 Curies of tritium, at the Lab at that time.

          22             The other thing that they did was to move

          23     the fence-line a considerable distance from the

          24     existing fence-line around the hazardous

          25     waste-handing facility site in order to declare they
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           1     are not exceeding the regulations for radiation

           2     doses to the public.  This would not be possible

           3     without public hearings if private property rather

           4     than UC Regents property were located outside the

           5     existing fence-line.

           6             Carol was talking about what slobs the

           7     people are at the Lab.  And I just want to point out

           8     that all of this is done under the tutelage of the

           9     University of California.  And I see some parallels

          10     here to what has been happening with the stadium.

          11     The judge in the case of the stadium said, "You

          12     can't have this barrier" -- I don't know whether it

          13     is a pier or what you would call it -- because it is

          14     attached to the stadium, and the (inaudible) will

          15     not allow it to be attached and to proceed.  So

          16     someone just said we will do without this barrier

          17     that is supposed to prevent the stadium from

          18     collapsing in onto the recreation facility.
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          19             So now we see all of this hanky-pank that

          20     took place in order to do the hazardous waste

          21     handling facility, changing the fence-line so it did

          22     not exceed the doses to the public, building a

          23     non-nuclear facility instead of a nuclear facility,

          24     and now 50-foot deep piers that are attached to the

          25     building.  Shouldn't the Federal Government be
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           1     looking at the (inaudible) requirements?

           2             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Next will be Janice Thomas

           3     and then Graniss Curtis, and the last speaker will

           4     be John Shively.  Sorry.  Janice Thomas and then

           5     Garniss Curtis.

           6             MS. THOMAS:  Yes.  So each and every project

           7     that the Lab builds at the hillside campus increases

           8     our investment.  And I say "our" since we are all

           9     taxpayers.  It increases our investment in this

          10     mistake.  So when I saw the presentation earlier and

          11     I saw these little shacks with these little

          12     buildings that were built in 1950 and they looked

          13     pretty bad, and I don't think they are really fit

          14     for anybody, especially the scientists and the

          15     research.

          16             So, yeah, demolish them.  But you are,

          17     again, investing in the wrong site to be staying

          18     there.  In other words, this should be the beginning
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          19     of the end instead of more of the same and into the

          20     future.  You said in your draft EIR that this new

          21     building, the general purpose lab, will allow some

          22     people to move from a leased off-site facility.  I

          23     assume this is the Potter Street facility.  Again,

          24     you have a nice facility with freeway access, and it

          25     is not all completely consolidated at one solitary
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           1     site.  No, it is not.  But, again, I challenge you

           2     to think about we should not be transporting -- we

           3     should not be, again, investing in this new site --

           4     not the new site.  But we should be considering

           5     staying at the Potter Street rather than the

           6     hillside.

           7             When I see that you all are stabilizing the

           8     landslide area at the hazardous waste-handing

           9     facility, damn.  I mean, this is a hazardous waste

          10     handling facility that was built on top of the east

          11     canyon fault.  Is that what you said, Joan?  I think

          12     I remember reading that in the draft EIR, you know,

          13     who did that.  I don't like that.  I don't think it

          14     was very good.  I don't think it was very smart.  So

          15     now, sure, you are going to stabilize it and you

          16     have to stabilize it.  But doesn't this suggest that

          17     there is cumulative compound error, synergistic

          18     error?  How about that one?

          19             And I have got another one for you.  If one
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          20     cumulative impact wasn't analyzed -- and, Jeff, did

          21     you know about this, that 10,000 trees will be

          22     removed and 45 acres in Strawberry Canyon?  It is a

          23     reasonably-foreseeable planned project.  It is a

          24     FEMA grant.  And there is no -- it is not listed as

          25     a project and therefore there is no cumulative
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           1     impact analysis.

           2             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  So we have got Garniss

           3     Curtis and Jennifer Mary Pearson and John Shively.

           4     And is that the last three.

           5             MR. CURTIS:  I just want to discuss the

           6     Hayward fault which extends from its contact with

           7     the San Andreas fault south of Gilroy and it goes on

           8     up and joins the Rogers Creek fault in Santa Rosa.

           9     Along this fault an interesting thing is happening.

          10     The serpentine is squeezing up like toothpaste

          11     carrying with it a lot of huge rocks.  Stern Hall,

          12     the original Stern Hall and the extension of it sit

          13     on top of this melange, squeezed out of the Hayward

          14     fault.  How fast it comes we don't know.  But here

          15     is something we do know.  When the tunnel was put in

          16     from the San Pablo Reservoir to the filter plan and

          17     to El Cerrito, three miles, when they got in over a

          18     thousand feet they bumped into serpentine at

          19     Thanksgiving.  When they came back four days later
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          20     that serpentine had squeezed out of the tunnel and

          21     they had to start all over.  That stuff is synovial,

          22     and it carries with it these big rocks which are

          23     terribly dangerous, which, if it happens with this

          24     next quake here, Stern hall and Foothill housing

          25     will be destroyed.
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           1             I also said that not because of the

           2     serpentine, but the earthquake itself is going to be

           3     as big as Loma Prieta, they say, or bigger.  It will

           4     probably destroy the Richmond Bridge, which is very

           5     poor construction.  Anyhow, if you want to see some

           6     of this, Tunnel Road has exposures of some of this

           7     material.  And you can go along the Hayward fault as

           8     published by the U.S. Geological Survey and see this

           9     all along the fault material that has come up.

          10     Thank you.

          11             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Jennifer and then John

          12     Shively.

          13             UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I thought John was

          14     next.

          15             MS. PEARSON:  All right.  Good evening,

          16     everybody.  Can you hear me?  Good.  A few days ago

          17     there was an airplane flying very, very low, and I

          18     was very frightened.  And I went out on Milvia

          19     between Cedar and Vine, I went down to look up at

          20     the Lab because I was afraid something might be
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          21     going on with that airplane.

          22             Well, probably the reason why -- I think it

          23     was a fighter airplane.  I don't think it was a

          24     private plane.  Probably the reason why I reacted so

          25     much was because I was born in the middle of Stern
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           1     Grove, World War II.  And we had Nazi bombers.  So

           2     whenever there is something like that, I go into

           3     kind of my war mode of being careful.  So perhaps I

           4     preoccupy a little bit more about safety, but that

           5     was my experience.

           6             Now, some years ago I worked for a county

           7     supervisor in Alameda County, and I had a colleague

           8     in the Oakland Police Department, and together we

           9     worked on an evaluation plan for the Oakland

          10     Coliseum.  And this was in the mid 1970s when there

          11     was a lot of information about a certain variety of

          12     terrorism in those days, which in your literature

          13     you call intentional destructive acts.

          14             Now, I usually don't say much about this

          15     because sometimes in the audience there are shaky

          16     people, and I don't want to up the ante.  But I

          17     really think that this Lab is not very safe for the

          18     people that work there.  I think the research is

          19     very important.  I know people -- I have had people

          20     stay in my house who worked there, and I want to see
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          21     it continue and to have more grants, but I would

          22     like it to be at an alternative site that has a safe

          23     perimeter.

          24             My policeman friend who died always said it

          25     was a law enforcement nightmare up there.  How could
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           1     law enforcement respond to intentional destructive

           2     acts.  And I wonder if you do talk with our local

           3     law enforcement leaders, like what would they do.

           4             I know there is disaster planing, and it is

           5     kept under wraps, and I know Homeland Security is

           6     also at the Lab, but I would like to really have you

           7     think about that because most of you work there.

           8     And I know that whenever I hear an airplane like

           9     that one or an explosion in Berkeley, I usually

          10     think something probably went on at the Lab by a

          11     crazy person or a danger person.  And because there

          12     is no buffer zone, I don't know how you can patrol

          13     it.  Three gates with key-pads, it is very, very

          14     easy to penetrate the Lab.  It would be very easy

          15     for someone to knock down those western power

          16     towers.

          17             There are many things there that -- I am not

          18     a law enforcement person, but perhaps you could you

          19     look more carefully at that and consider an

          20     alternative site like the Golden Gateway Project at

          21     the Army Base in Oakland or the Richmond Field
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          22     Station.  Thank you.

          23             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  So John Shively is our

          24     last speaker.

          25             MR. SHIVELY:  Excuse me.  Thank you.  I am
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           1     John Shively.  Again, I just want to say briefly, an

           2     earthquake is now due, and earthquakes seem to

           3     happen in great cycles.  And Dr. Curtis can speak to

           4     that much better than I can.  And when it happened,

           5     it is going to have consequences for the Lab

           6     absolutely.  The Lab is built on a very steep,

           7     precarious hillside, and I don't know the geology,

           8     but certainly Professor Curtis does.

           9             And he has studied the full length of the

          10     Hayward fault.  And he can give you a far better

          11     idea.  But what I learned from Dr. Curtis is that

          12     when it does happen, certainly a lot of your

          13     facilities -- and the big investment that I know is

          14     up there because I worked up at the Lab back in the

          15     '60s for eight years except for two years I was in

          16     Switzerland.  And then later I was working on the

          17     campus as a principal engineer in the Office of

          18     Architects and Engineers.

          19             I know the -- those facilities are going to

          20     be damaged or destroyed, and when that happens, not

          21     only will you have facilities destroyed, you are
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          22     going to have life damage and injuries or people

          23     killed.  And I don't see how, based on what I have

          24     learned from Professor Curtis, I don't see how you

          25     can avoid it.  But it does bring us to the point,
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           1     well, what are we going to do about it.  Well, there

           2     are excellent alternatives, certainly.

           3             The Richmond Field Station is, what, 20

           4     minutes from the Lab.  The campus is 10 minutes from

           5     the Lab.  There is a bus that goes back and forth to

           6     the Field Station.  The communication that is there

           7     is excellent.  You got about 50 acres that can be

           8     developed.  It is relatively flat.  The LBNL report

           9     that alleges that it is on landfill is wrong.  It is

          10     false.

          11             I know we did a soil study, and I know what

          12     is out at the Field Station because later I was a

          13     manager of the Field Station for six years.  So I

          14     think that this is a time when you should -- I know

          15     it is not something that people can take lightly,

          16     and I know you have got a tremendous investment in

          17     there.  And I know that it is -- there is going to

          18     be a lot a lot of resistance to moving, but when

          19     facilities and lives are put in jeopardy, then you

          20     must honor that.  Thank you.

          21             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Thank you very much.  So

          22     this ends the public comment period.  I am sorry.
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          23     You have six minutes.

          24             MS. SIHVOLA:  We still have half an hour.

          25             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  Yeah.  Go ahead.
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           1             MR. PHILLIBER:  Let me just say one thing.

           2             MS. SIHVOLA:  I don't want to be so

           3     disrespectful to the audience.

           4             MR. PHILLIBER:  Let me say one thing.  What

           5     is essential here is that we can hear and understand

           6     what you say.  If you say here, here, and here, I

           7     can't really deal with those responses.  I just want

           8     to let you know that so as you talk we can't really

           9     understand what you are saying, that we may have a

          10     difficulty in responding to your comments.

          11             MS. SIHVOLA:  I will put it in writing.  The

          12     date of Cal's February 22nd issue, "Berkeley Lab

          13     Reaps Benefits of Stimulus," this is -- this article

          14     states that, "Indeed, Lawrence Berkeley National

          15     Laboratory has received $264 million.  Indeed, they

          16     have created 192 jobs."  So if you calculate the

          17     basic value of each of these 192 jobs, it translates

          18     to $1.375 million per job.

          19             I mean, that is kind of interesting, and

          20     especially if we think about these other issues

          21     where taxpayer monies are spent on retrofitting

          22     folly, which is the hazardous waste-handling
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          23     facility, and building on now known landslides, I

          24     think this laboratory warrants an investigation and

          25     full audit by the GAO.  And I hope that everybody
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           1     here will join, and I think that we should ask the

           2     government accounting office to investigate how

           3     these ARRA funds are being spent.  Under these

           4     American and Recovery Reinvestment Act monies, they

           5     should all be used in a way that is fully acceptable

           6     to the impacted community.

           7             And then lastly I want to mention, I want to

           8     go back to the Old Town demolition, because this is

           9     very, very curious.  On Page 4.0-6, you know, this

          10     is Chapter 6, Old Town demolition.  And it says

          11     that, "The categorical exclusion was filed for the

          12     project under NEPA December of 2009 based on an

          13     environmental checklist completed in December 2009.

          14     This project was determined to be within the scope

          15     of LBNL's 2006 LIBB EIR.  The project was approved

          16     in December 2009.  Work is expected to commence in

          17     mid 2010 and be completed in mid 2013."

          18             Who approved this project?  Five of the

          19     buildings that were part of the original notice of

          20     preparation for this particular EIR are now dumped

          21     into the Old Town demolition without any public

          22     scrutiny, without any environmental review.  I mean,

          23     were there any members of the public notified about
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          24     the Old Town demolition?  I certainly did not

          25     receive any notice regarding these categorical
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           1     exclusions.  I understand nobody here did either.

           2             So I think the GAO should look into how the

           3     laboratory is moving with these huge amounts of

           4     taxpayer money.  They are moving really fast, as

           5     fast as the landslides when they start moving.  And

           6     I think we need to stop it until there is full

           7     scrutiny about using the monies appropriately.

           8     Thank you.

           9             UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Just two small

          10     points.  One of them is regarding Save Strawberry

          11     Canyon.  I, as a citizen of Berkeley, was part of

          12     forming Save Strawberry Canyon, and Janice made a

          13     comment if the General Purpose Lab was still in

          14     Strawberry Canyon, this room would be full of

          15     people.  And we mobilize around the beauty and the

          16     contribution that Strawberry Canyon makes to the

          17     greater Bay Area as part of its geological

          18     definition of what makes the National Seashore --

          19     the consortium of all of our formations around the

          20     Bay.

          21             And we are also now talking about Blackberry

          22     Canyon and Old Town.  And it is a newcomer for me.

          23     And tonight I am learning about Old Town and
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          24     Blackberry Canyon.  But what I want to share is that

          25     as someone who is like everyone in this town,
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           1     probably, the Blackberry Canyon part of the

           2     Strawberry Canyon watershed is hidden to the eye.

           3     And even if you look at early pictures its ravine is

           4     hidden to the eye.  It is part of the hill

           5     landscape, but it is hidden to the eye because the

           6     arroyo or the thickness of the steep slopes in which

           7     the Old Town exists were just thick with oak trees.

           8     And it is still not a vista point.

           9             You don't -- people don't quite know where

          10     that Old Town is, where the Bevatron, where the

          11     electrical power is coming through.  And I learned

          12     about it in depositions for the CRT case that Save

          13     Strawberry Canyon had -- there is an electric city

          14     in there that is just like if you were out in the

          15     Russian Steppes or something and you went into one

          16     of these cities that is just pulsating with -- I

          17     don't know, but I am not sure that it goes together

          18     with cancer research.

          19             But anyway, the one other thing I want to

          20     say that is slides and the feeling of slides, I

          21     would like any of you to do what I did the other day

          22     during one of the rainstorms, which was to see the

          23     north fourth of Strawberry Creek, and if you find it

          24     where it comes down from Blackberry Canyon, you meet
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          25     fences all around LBNL.  And what is coming out from
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           1     under the fences which are falling, tilting, old

           2     earth is coming down.

           3             MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  So does anyone have any

           4     comments specific to the seismic Phase 2 EIR?  Okay.

           5     Well, thank you very much.  So public comment period

           6     is through March 15th.  Here behind me is how you

           7     can contact us again.  Beverly has information on

           8     the mailing address and the website where this

           9     presentation will be posted tomorrow morning.  Any

          10     other things?  Okay.  Thank you.  Have a very good

          11     evening and drive or AC Transit safely.

          12              (The meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m.)

          13                               --o0o--

          14

          15

          16

          17

          18

          19

          20

          21

          22

          23

          24
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C. Master Responses 

1. Master Response 1 – Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site 

 
Many public comments on the Draft EIR state or suggest that no more build-
ings should be constructed at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 
(LBNL) due to the unstable geological conditions of the main hill site.  
Comments largely reiterate or mirror the hypotheses put forward by Univer-
sity of California Berkeley (UCB) Professor Emeritus Garniss Curtis in an 
article published in the Berkeley Daily Planet in the autumn of 2008.  This 
master response has been developed to address comments from the public 
regarding the geology of the main hill site and to correct factual errors and 
misrepresentations presented in those public comments. 
 
In his 2008 article, Professor Emeritus Curtis argued that LBNL is underlain 
by two geologic structures of concern: 1) a volcanic caldera containing mate-
rial with low strength, and 2) west-dipping Cretaceous strata sub-parallel to 
the slope above Foothill student housing.  He alleged that the latter feature 
could cause the slope to fail during a major earthquake on the Hayward Fault 
and destroy all the buildings from the western margin of the LBNL main hill 
site to Doe Library on the UCB campus and beyond, a distance of over 1,000 
feet west of Gayley Road.  In January 2010, the organization Save Strawberry 
Canyon and one of its representatives sent a letter to UC LBNL, posted a 
video to the web featuring Professor Emeritus Curtis, and published a com-
mentary in the Berkeley Daily Planet reiterating these concerns.  The letter 
and video presented a geologic cross-section of the LBNL main hill campus, 
and the video also presented a geologic map of LBNL.  These figures por-
trayed most of the LBNL main hill site as underlain by volcanic rock filling a 
caldera, portray this caldera fill as hundreds of feet thick, and indicate this fill 
is in direct contact with Cretaceous strata to the west.  Public comments on 
the Seismic Phase 2 project Draft EIR make repeated reference to these sub-
missions and to Professor Emeritus Curtis’ hypotheses of 2008. 
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Figure 1 shows the most recent and comprehensive bedrock geology map of 
the entire LBNL main hill site, which was prepared by Parsons Engineering 
Science, Inc. (PES) and UC LBNL.  This mapping data was drawn from hun-
dreds of borings as well as from trenches, outcrops, construction excavations, 
and road cuts (PES and UC LBNL 2000).  This map indicates that, contrary 
to the assertions by some commenters, volcanic rocks do not underlie most of 
the LBNL main hill site, but rather occur in various isolated to semi-isolated 
masses.  Calculations from this map indicate that 46 acres of the 202-acre site, 
or 23 percent of the LBNL property, is underlain by volcanic rock, sedimen-
tary rock intercalated with volcanic rock, and sedimentary rock including 
volcaniclastics.  The majority of these 43 acres are currently not developed, 
and the LBNL 2006 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) and EIR do not 
anticipate further development in these areas.    
 
Figure 2 shows a geologic section through the LBNL main hill site from PES 
and UC LBNL (2000), again based on data from many years of borings, out-
crops, road cuts and construction excavations.  In particular, the thickness of 
all the volcanic rock masses is less than 100 feet.  None of these masses is in 
contact with Cretaceous strata, but rather are underlain by the Tertiary 
Orinda Formation. 
 
The theory that volcanic rocks at LBNL originated in an alleged caldera col-
lapse alluded to by some commenters is not borne out in the geologic obser-
vations of the LBNL main hill site.  Volcanic masses at LBNL do not contain 
the high proportion of tuff (consolidated volcanic ash) indicative of collapse 
synchronous with eruption that is a defining feature of collapsed calderas.  
Further, none of the breccias (coarse angular volcanic fragments) observed at 
LBNL exhibit the welding expected to occur in at least some of them had 
they been formed in a caldera coincident to eruption.  In short, the geometry 
of the volcanic rock masses does not accord with a caldera collapse origin. 
 
Some public comments characterize the volcanic rocks at LBNL as having 
little to no strength and are thus unsuitable to support structures.  This is not 
consonant with the observation that these same materials underlie ridges and 
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sidehill benches, and promontories, such as that occupied by the Lawrence 
Hall of Science. These geomorphic features indicate this material generally 
has higher strength and erosion resistance than the surrounding materials.1    
 
Studies undertaken by PES and UC LBNL (2000), Fugro (2002), and Klein-
felder (2006) on the western slope of LBNL did not find west-dipping Creta-
ceous strata sub-parallel to the slope above Foothill student housing.  These 
successive studies found these strata generally dip north between 20 and 50 
degrees. 
 
The mischaracterization of the attitude of these Cretaceous strata aside, the 
larger concern raised by public comments regards potential failure of this 
slope and damage to areas of the campus to the west during a strong-to-major 
earthquake (magnitude 6 to 8) on the Hayward Fault.  The lack of terraces on 
this slope indicates it has risen over at least tens of thousands of years, during 
which time it is believed to have experienced hundreds of strong-to-major 
earthquakes on the Hayward Fault. Bedrock failure of this slope during any 
of these earthquakes would have deposited material derived from the Creta-
ceous strata at the toe of the slope, which is occupied by the Hayward Fault. 
 
Fault and geotechnical investigations for Foothill Student Housing in this 
location did not encounter such landslide deposits.  Rather, bedrock was en-
countered beneath a few feet of natural soils between two active strands of the 

                                                         
1 This is corroborated by geotechnical studies demonstrating the strength of 

LBNL volcanic rock samples (comprehensive test results for the entire LBNL main 
hill site are not available; these results are based on a sampling of several years of such 
studies that covered a broad swath of the LBNL main hill site).  High-blow counts 
recorded during sampling indicate that these underlying materials act more like rock 
than soil.  These tests were conducted using a 2-inch diameter split spoon sampler 
driven with a 140-pound hammer dropped 30 inches.  A wireline was used, as re-
quired, and samples were taken typically in excess of 50 blows per foot.  Measure-
ments from samples of these materials also indicate the breccias have an unconfined, 
undrained shear strength well in excess of 1,000 pounds per square foot, the threshold 
below which soils are considered “soft.”   
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Hayward Fault, indicating no significant burial of this location by landslides.  
In addition, an inactive shear zone located generally along Gayley Road to the 
west (the “Louderback trace”) was overlain by only a few feet of natural soil 
deposits.  The last movement on this shear zone was at least 11,000 years ago, 
indicating that any landslide deposits in this location are at least that old. 
 
Consequently the geologic record indicates the western slope of LBNL is sta-
ble with regard to potential bedrock landslides impinging on areas beyond the 
toe of the slope posited in the public comments.   
 
The potential for landslides in the Berkeley Hills exists whether or not the 
University maintains a campus on the main LBNL hill site.  UCLBNL devel-
opment now and in the future provides the impetus for identifying and miti-
gating potential slope stability issues.   
 
 
2. Master Response 2 – Security Issues 
 
Several comments from one individual were received concerning site security; 
most of these pertain not to the proposed project but to the LBNL main hill 
site in general and to off-site locations.  These comments focus particularly on 
the potential for occurrence of criminal activities, intentionally destructive 
acts, and/or terrorist activities at LBNL.  Some of the comments were inquir-
ies as to UC LBNL’s and the Richmond Field Station’s standing on a De-
partment of Homeland Security “List.”  One comment asks for the current 
“potential projection for intentional destructive acts” at LBNL.  Several com-
ments from this individual suppose that LBNL could be a vulnerable to inten-
tionally destructive acts due to its profile, existing security systems, and from 
the commenter’s characterization of a proliferation of televised dramas and in 
video games that provide “blueprints” for destruction of laboratories and gov-
ernment facilities.  The commenter asks whether LBNL would not be safer 
by moving its facilities and operations to a remote site with a large security 
perimeter. 
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The majority of these comments and inquiries are pertinent neither to the 
adequacy of the EIR analysis nor to the Seismic Phase 2 project itself.  Gen-
eral questions about LBNL site-wide security and speculation about LBNL as 
a terrorist target are beyond the scope of this project-specific CEQA analysis.  
Nevertheless, the following discussion is intended to address the commenter’s 
concerns and inquiries.  
 
The proposed project scoping process took place from December 9, 2008 to 
January 27, 2009 and included a public scoping meeting on January 14, 2009.  
During that scoping process – and since that time – no specific information or 
concerns regarding potential terrorist or criminal acts directed at the project 
in particular or the UC LBNL in general have been identified.  Following 
CEQA and University of California guidance and significance criteria, the 
Seismic Phase 2 Draft EIR examined security-related issues (Section IV.11, 
Public Services) and hazards (Section IV.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  
The report concluded that no significant impact is reasonably expected to 
occur either in the area of hazards or in the delivery of site security and police 
services.  This applies both at the project level and at a cumulative level.   
 
The University is not aware of a particular “Homeland Security list” that 
ranks the LBNL main hill site and/or the Richmond Field Station.  The De-
partment of Homeland Security does maintain lists that categorize certain 
individuals for security purposes, but these appear to be different from what 
the commenter has requested.  It therefore is unclear to the UC what infor-
mation the commenter is seeking, nor does it seem to be information perti-
nent to the scope of the Seismic Phase 2 EIR.   
 
A projection about the potential for “intentionally destructive acts” at LBNL 
would be speculative and also outside the scope of the Seismic Phase 2 EIR.  
At this time, the UC is aware of no known terrorist or organized threats to 
commit destructive acts against LBNL of the type alluded to by the com-
menter.   
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D. Responses to Comments 

Responses to written comments received during the public review period and 
oral comments made at the February 25, 2010 public hearing are summarized 
in the matrix below. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MATRIX

Comment  
ID Comment Response 
EBMUD-1 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity 

to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Seis-
mic Phase 2 Project located at the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 
(LBNL) in the Oakland-Berkeley Hills area.  EBMUD has the following 
comments. 

The comment thanks LBNL for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.  
No further response is necessary. 

EBMUD-2 On page 4.13-11, first paragraph under 4.  Domestic and Fire Water Supply, 
EBMUD's Berkeley View Reservoir capacity should be revised to 1 million 
gallon. 

The DEIR text will be revised as follows: “There are two water lines into 
LBNL from the outside, including a 12-inch diameter pipeline originating at 
EBMUD’s Shasta Reservoir (2-million gallon capacity) and a 6-inch diameter 
pipeline originating at EBMUD’s Berkeley View Reservoir (31-million gallon 
capacity).”  Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 

EBMUD-3 On page 4.13-11, first paragraph under 4.  Domestic and Fire Water Supply, 
please provide a reference on how the 5,000 gallons per minute flow capac-
ity was determined. 

The DEIR text will be amended to include the following footnote on page 
4.13-11: “LBNL, 2006, Long-Range Development Plan Environmental Impact 
Report, page IV.M-2.”  The footnote directs the reader to the page in the 2006 
LRDP Final EIR where estimated flow rate is explained.  Please see Chapter 3 
of the Final EIR. 

EBMUD-4 EBMUD's Shasta and Berkeley View pressure zones currently serve the 
existing LBNL facilities.  If additional water service is needed, the project 
sponsor should contact EBMUD's New Business Office and request a water 
service estimate to determine costs and conditions for providing additional 
water service to the existing parcels.  Engineering and installation of water 
services requires substantial lead-time, which should be provided for in the 
project sponsor's development schedule. 

The project would not exceed existing Water Supply Assessment agreements 
with EBMUD.  The University agrees to contact EBMUD should additional 
water provision be needed by this project at a later time.   

EBMUD-5 Please be aware that several regulatory changes have taken place since EB-
MUD provided comments to the Notice Of Preparation of the EIR for the 
project.  EBMUD's Main Wastewater Treatment Plant (MWWTP) and in-
terceptor system are anticipated to have adequate dry weather capacity to 
treat the proposed wastewater flows from this project, provided that the 
project and the wastewater generated by the project meet the requirements 
of the current EBMUD Wastewater Control Ordinance.  However, wet 
weather flows are a concern.  EBMUD has historically operated three Wet 
Weather Facilities to provide treatment for high wet weather flows that 
exceed the treatment capacity of the MWWTP. 

On September 30, 2009, LBNL issued a Sanitary Sewer System Management 
Plan (SSSMP) which guides the Facilities Division and the Environmental 
Health and Safety Division of LBNL in identifying, prioritizing, and continu-
ously renewing and replacing sewer system facilities so as to maintain reliable 
service, and in cost-effectively minimizing infiltration and inflow.  As de-
scribed in the SSSMP, UC LBNL has established procedures for monitoring 
and evaluating infiltration and inflow (I/I), including guidelines for taking ac-
tion to limit I/I.  Groundwater infiltration and inflow (GWI/I) and rain-
dependent infiltration and inflow (RDI/I) are quantified and monitored to 
ensure that the hydraulic capacity of the sanitary sewer collection system is not 
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Comment  
ID Comment Response 

On January 14, 2009, due to Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) and 
the State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) re-interpretation of 
applicable law, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued 
an order prohibiting further discharges from EBMUD's Wet Weather Facili-
ties.  Additionally, on July 22, 2009 a Stipulated Order for Preliminary Re-
lief issued by EPA, the SWRCB, and RWQCB became effective.  This order 
requires EBMUD to begin work that will identify problem infiltra-
tion/inflow areas, begin to reduce infiltration/inflow through private sewer 
lateral improvements, and lay the groundwork for future efforts to elimi-
nate discharges from the Wet Weather Facilities. 

Currently, there is insufficient information to forecast how these changes 
will impact allowable wet weather flows in the individual collection system 
subbasins contributing to the EBMUD wastewater system, including the 
subbasin in which the proposed project is located.  As required by the Stipu-
lated Order, EBMUD is conducting extensive flow monitoring and hydrau-
lic modeling to determine the level of flow reductions that will be needed in 
order to comply with the new zero-discharge requirement at the Wet 
Weather Facilities.  If is reasonable to assume that a new regional wet 
weather flow allocation process may occur in the East Bay, but the schedule 
for implementation of any new flow allocations has not yet been deter-
mined.  In the meantime, it would be prudent for the lead agency to require 
the project applicant to incorporate the following measures into the pro-
posed project: 

(1) replace or rehabilitate any existing sanitary sewer collection systems, 
including sewer lateral lines, to reduce infiltration/inflow and (2) ensure any 
new wastewater collection systems, including sewer lateral lines, for the 
project are constructed to prevent infiltration/inflow to the maximum ex-
tent feasible.  Please include such provisions in the environmental documen-
tation and other appropriate approvals for this project. 

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David J. 
Rehnstrom, Senior Civil Engineer, Water Service Planning at (510) 287-
1365. 

exceeded and to determine if I/I reduction projects should be initiated. UC 
LBNL also maintains design and construction standards, specifications, and 
details which ensure that new and rehabilitated sanitary sewer collection sys-
tem infrastructure is designed and installed in compliance with the latest fed-
eral and State regulations, and in line with general industry standards.   
 
The SSSMP contains a framework for implementing the recommendations 
made by EBMUD in view of the January 14, 2009 RWQCB order.  When 
EBMUD has determined new flow allocation requirements and the schedule 
for implementation, the SSSMP will allow UC LBNL to react as necessary.  
Additionally, stormwater control measures described on pages 4.8-5 through 
4.8-8 of the Draft EIR will further reduce wet weather flows in the individual 
collection system subbasins contributing to the EBMUD wastewater system. 
 
The Draft EIR has been revised to include a discussion of the SSSMP, as shown 
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. 
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CMTW-1 The [subject] Project consists of the demolition of Buildings 25, 25B and 55, 

six modular trailers associated with Building 71, the construction of an 
approximately 43,000 gross square foot General Purpose Laboratory (GPL), 
and the seismic strengthening of the Building 85 complex - LBNL's Haz-
ardous Waste Handling, Treatment and Storage Facility, all located in the 
Strawberry Creek Watershed's Strawberry and Blackberry Canyons. 
 
Our comments are provided in two (2) parts. Since all the project compo-
nents (areas associated with B85 complex, B25 and B71) are located site-
wide at LBNL, in areas of great concern to the community, i.e. on top of 
earthquake faults, active landslides, radioactive and chemical contamination 
plumes (both soil and groundwater), creeks and networks of creeks etc., 
Part 1 of our comment letter is titled: Contaminant Plumes of the Law-
rence Berkeley National Laboratory and their Interrelation to Faults, Land-
slides, and Streams in Strawberry Canyon, Berkeley and Oakland, Califor-
nia, and cover our concerns in the following areas evaluated in the DEIR: 
Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Transportation 
and Traffic, Utilities and Service Systems - and we ask that you respond to 
our concerns in a comprehensive and serious manner. 

The location of the project is described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, and 
Figure 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR shows a delineation of Strawberry Canyon Wa-
tershed and Blackberry Canyon Watershed.  The comment is noted.  No fur-
ther response is needed.  
 

Part 2 of our comment letter on DEIR consists of all the comments we 
provided on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the above referenced 
document, as these comments and concerns were largely ignored in the 
preparation of DEIR .The only changes that occurred between the NOP 
and the NOA (Notice of Availability) of the DEIR related to the demoli-
tion of several buildings and structures in the Old Town area, i.e. Buildings 
4, 5, 14, 16, and 17, possibly some of the most contaminated buildings at 
LBNL, and Building 74F in the East Canyon, which were all removed from 
the EIR process, escaped all public and agency comment as they were se-
cretly included into the Old Town Demolition Project, ... 

CMTW-2 

… for which a Categorical Exclusion under NEPA was filed in December 
2009, without any notice to the public.  Please, explain why? 

Please refer to response to Comment PH-41. 
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CMTW-3 We also ask that a full blown EIS under NEPA be prepared for the Old 

Town Demolition project. 
The comment is noted.  The Department of Energy is the federal decision-
maker for NEPA issues concerning the Old Town demolition project. 

CMTW-4 Every single structure evaluated in the DEIR is located in a landslide area, 
as officially defined by the State of California, as being in an Earthquake 
Induced Landslide Hazard Zone, i.e. landslides will be mobilized in the 
event of a major earthquake - expected to happen any day now on the ac-
tive Hayward Fault! (See attachment 1). 

For a discussion of earthquake induced landslide hazards, please see pages 4.5-
19 through 4.5-22 of the Draft EIR and Master Response 1, Geological Condi-
tions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

CMTW-5 Furthermore all the components of this Project are located in areas of 
LBNL where legacy chemical and radioactive contamination is present in 
the soil and groundwater, due to operations during the last 70 years, which 
the DEIR failed to describe in the kind of detail that the site and its history 
warrants! 

As directed by CEQA, Section 15125, the DEIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, so as to establish a 
baseline for determining whether an impact is significant.  The description 
shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant ef-
fects of the proposed project and its alternatives.  
 
Pages 4.7-17 through 4.7-22 of the DEIR provide a description of the presence 
of chemical and radioactive contamination in relation to the project sites, as 
well as a description of the processes by which these issues have been ad-
dressed in the past, are currently addressed, and would be addressed in the 
event that contaminants are disclosed during the site demolition process. 

CMTW-6 The DEIR is deficient, inadequate, misleading and in sections erroneous. 
For instance a claim is made that the new proposed location of the GPL is 
not located in Strawberry Canyon, when indeed Figure 4.8-1 of the DEIR 
shows the Strawberry Creek Watershed divisions into Blackberry Canyon 
and Strawberry Canyon, indicating clearly that the entire Building 25 site, 
the proposed location of the GPL, is in Strawberry Canyon, in the middle 
of the Building 25 slide and Building 25A Lobe of the Old Town Ground-
water Solvent (VOC) Plume! (See attachment 2, A and B) 

Please see the delineation of the Strawberry Canyon Watershed and the 
Blackberry Canyon Watershed in Figure 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR.  Building 
25/25B and Building 85/85A are located in the Strawberry Canyon Water-
shed, however, Building 55 and Building 71 trailers are not.  The Draft EIR 
has been revised to clarify the location of project components, as shown in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. 
 
Regarding groundwater contamination at the LBNL main hill site, please see 
response to Comment CMTW-5 and pages 4.7-17 through 4.7-22 of the Draft 
EIR. 
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CMTW-7 In conclusion, LBNL, DC and the Department of Energy (DOE) continue 

to willfully ignore and exclude the most significant, fundamental facts re-
lated to the Lab site, i.e. the unconsolidated nature of the volcanic rocks, 
mud and water that fill an old crater, a collapsed caldera, on which LBNL 
facilities were built starting in 1940! 

Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site, and responses to Comments PH-17, GC-5, GC-10, GC-11, 
GC-12, GC-14, GC-17, GC-24, and GC-27. 

CMTW-8 What is the use of drilling 35-50 foot deep holes for piers into this uncon-
solidated melange of volcanic fragmental debris, without ever reaching bed-
rock, to attempt to tieback the Lab's Hazardous and Radioactive Waste 
Treatment and Storage Facility (B85 complex), further wasting taxpayer 
funds! 

As discussed in responses to Comments PH-15, PH-32, PH-35, all of the pier 
holes will extend into in-place bedrock.  Regarding Geology and Soils, please 
also refer to Ch. 4.5 of the Draft EIR and Master Response 1, Geological 
Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

CMTW-9 The landslide on which the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility (HWHF) 
was built is over 2200 feet (7+ football fields) long, between the East Can-
yon Fault (with its numerous springs already identified by UC in 1875) and 
the Wildcat Fault.(See attachment 3, A and B). 

Attachment 3 is from the “Initial Landslide Characterization Study, East 
Canyon – Buildings 85 and 85A” by Alan Kropp & Associates (AKA), which 
is dated July 31, 2006.  This report and the referenced figure are superseded by 
the “design-level” geotechnical investigation report for the Building 85 seismic 
strengthening project, which is dated April 2, 2010.  The design-level report 
includes onsite geologic data that was not available in 2006, much of which 
was obtained through geologic explorations conducted in 2009.  These data 
were obtained through borings, test pits, and an exploratory rock cut, all of 
which were performed to resolve geologic ambiguities that remained at the 
end of the previous “initial” landslide characterization study.  As a result of 
this additional work, we now have a better understanding of the geologic 
conditions within the East Canyon and, specifically, in the area of the 
HWHF.  Notably, the work performed in 2009 included drilling four borings 
in the upper and lower yards of the HWHF as well as three borings and three 
test pits in the vicinity of the old quarry downslope and southeast of the 
HWHF.  A new Site Geologic Map (Figure 9) is presented in the April 2, 2010 
design-level report that supersedes the previous “initial” geologic map of At-
tachment 3.  The 2010 Site Geologic Map differs from the 2006 geologic map 
in the following ways: 

• The large masses of landslide deposits that occupy much of the floor of the 
East Canyon do NOT underlie the HWHF buildings (Buildings 85 and 
85A), or the quarry southeast of the HWHF.  The landslide deposit 
mapped as Qls-1 on Figure 9 of the April 2, 2010 report is therefore 
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smaller (about 1100 feet long by 300 feet wide) and is oriented such that 
sliding would cause it to slide past or move away from the planned below-
grade seismic strengthening elements located east of the HWHF buildings. 

• Much smaller masses of landslide deposits exist beneath the HWHF build-
ings that generally trend northwest-southeast, the direction of maximum 
slope coming off of the ridge that flanks the western side of the East Can-
yon.  These landslide deposits mapped as Qls-3 and Qls-4 on Figure 9 of 
the April 2, 2010 report are about 15 and 20 feet, respectively.  It is these 
smaller landslides that would be retained by the planned below-grade seis-
mic strengthening elements located east of the HWHF buildings.  

 
The East Canyon fault, Wildcat fault, and the historic springs shown on the 
referenced 1875 map (Attachment 3B) are shown on the geologic maps pre-
sented in both the “initial” (2006) and design-level (2010) reports.  In 2008, 
William Lettis & Associates (WLA) excavated a continuous exploratory 
trench south and southwest of the HWHF that demonstrated that the East 
Canyon fault does not exist, as mapped.  Also in 2008, WLA excavated ex-
ploratory trenches on the opposite side of the East Canyon (southeast of 
Building 74) that showed the Wildcat fault is not Holocene-active (i.e. active 
within about the last 11,000 years).  The springs shown on the 1875 map exist 
near the depositional contact between the more permeable Moraga Formation 
volcanic rocks and the underlying less permeable rocks of the Orinda forma-
tion.  This location provides a reasonable explanation for the alignment of 
these natural springs.  In summary, the East Canyon fault, Wildcat fault, and 
springs referred to by the commenter have been investigated, considered, and 
accounted for in the design of the proposed seismic strengthening project. 

CMTW-10 The same danger is present at the B71 and B25 sites, as both are on top of 
active landslides (See attachment 1). 

The referenced figure shows hypothesized “paleolandslides” and not “active 
landslides,” as they are referred to by the commenter. Recent trenching near 
Building 25/25B exposed volcanic rock in depositional contact with underly-
ing older sedimentary rock and not the volcanic paleolandslide body shown 
on the attachment referenced by the commenter.  Geologic review and analy-
sis shows that the Building 25/25B (GPL) site has been geologically stable for 
thousands of years as indicated on page 4.5-20 of the Draft EIR. 
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CMTW-11 We therefore ask that LBNL/DOE/UC immediately issue a site-wide 

MORATORIUM to any new construction and immediately assemble an 
international, worldclass, independent group of geotechnical experts to 
perform all-encompassing, site-wide geological investigations and excava-
tions regarding faulting, geology and landslides in the Strawberry and 
Blackberry Canyons, and that these experts be paid by some of the $ 264 
million of ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) funds, al-
ready received by LBNL! (See attachment 4, A and B) 

The comment is noted. 

CMTW-12 We also ask that at the same time, during the moratorium, a comprehensive 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) be prepared for this Project! 

The comment is noted.  The Department of Energy is the federal Lead 
Agency and decision maker for NEPA issues concerning the Seismic Phase 2 
Project.   

CMTW-13 Attachment 1:  LBNL Geologic Map from the RFI (Parsons, 2000) Report The comment is noted. 

CMTW-14 Attachment 1A:  Wright, George. January 28-February 3, 2010. The Vol-
cano Beneath. The Berkeley Daily Planet. pp 1, 26. 

The comment is noted.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

CMTW-15 Attachment 2A: Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Seismic Phase 2 
Project EIR.  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 
 
Attachment 2B:  Site Environmental Report for 1997.  Section 5.6. E. 
Stormwater. 

The comment is a photocopy of Figure 4.8-1 from the DEIR showing the 
proposed GPL located in the Strawberry Canyon Watershed. 
 
The comment is noted.  Please see response to Comment CMTW-6. 
 
The comment is a photocopy from the 1997 Site Environmental Review 
which includes the source map for Figure 4.8-1 from the DEIR showing the 
boundaries of the Strawberry Canyon and Blackberry Canyon Watersheds.  
The photocopy includes an underlined passage explaining the subdivision of 
the Strawberry Creek Watershed into the Strawberry Canyon and Blackberry 
Canyon Watersheds. 
 
The comment is noted.  Please see response to Comment CMTW-6. 

Attachment 3A:  Geological Map of the East Canyon Area. CMTW-16 

Attachment 3B:  Map of Strawberry Valley and Vicinity. 

The comment is noted. 

CMTW-17 Attachment 4A:  Marcaret, Cristian. Tuesday, February 2, 2010. Berkeley 
Lab Reaps Benefits of Stimulus. The Daily Californian. 

The comment is noted. 
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Attachment 4B:  Chen, Christine. Monday, March 3, 2010. Lawrence 
Berkeley Lab Gains Federal Funds. The Daily Californian. 

CMTW-18 Since 1940, land use and planning at LBNL has been sporadic, haphazard, 
initially due to the secret nature of the Manhattan Project and later, during 
the cold war, the culture of secrecy continued under the Atomic Energy 
Commission and Department of Energy. If indeed UC considers this site to 
be a viable Hill Campus - now is the time to finally determine that fact, ... 

Issues related to the long term planning and development of LBNL at the 
LBNL main hill site are identified in the 2006 Long Range Development Plan 
(LRDP). 

CMTW-19 ... and if the unconsolidated soils of the collapsed caldera are deemed un-
suitable for future development, it is critical that no more taxpayer funds be 
wasted into this landsliding, fault fractured sinkhole, but instead in the 
future of a new LBNL, campus in Richmond or Oakland! 

The comment is noted.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

CMTW-20 What is the total estimated cost of the Project? Please list projected costs 
per each Project component. 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue, and no response is re-
quired. 

CMTW-21 How much of the Project is funded by LBNL's $ 264 million ARRA funds? 
Please list ARRA funded portions, in dollar ($) amounts per each Project 
component. 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue, and no response is re-
quired. 

CMTW-22 Attachment:  Collins, Laurel, Geomorphologist.  Contaminant Plumes of 
the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory and Their interrelation to Faults, Land-
slides, and Streams in Strawberry Canyon, Berkeley and Oakland, Califor-
nia.  [refer to attachment for full text]  

The comment, as well as the reference supplied by the commenter, is noted.  
The Seismic Phase 2 EIR includes analysis of potential hazards and hazardous 
materials (Section 4.7), geologic conditions and soils (Section 4.5), and water 
issues (Section 4.8).  These analyses are based on recent as well as long-term 
investigations, and include results from geotechnical borings and other sam-
pling methods, by independent, qualified geotechnical experts, other inde-
pendent environmental scientists and consultants, and LBNL Environmental 
Health and Safety specialists.  The Draft EIR analysis has identified its meth-
odology for these analyses and has produced the reports prepared to support 
the EIR analyses referenced herein. 
 
The extents of groundwater contamination plumes at the LBNL main hill site 
have been determined using information collected from more than 300 wells.  
Based on this information, which is available both on line and in the public 
library, none of these plumes extends beyond the LBNL site boundary.  Ex-
tensive cleanup efforts carried out at LBNL during the last decade have re-
duced the contamination level in groundwater several orders of magnitude.  In 
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fact, at this time the quality of groundwater in one of the plumes is very close 
to the drinking water standard.  LBNL Environmental Restoration Program's 
Quarterly Progress Reports are available online at:  
http://www.lbl.gov/ehs/erp/html/documents.shtml. 

CMTW-23 Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) under CEQA and Environmental Assessment (EA) under 
NEPA for Seismic Life Safety Phase 2B Project at the Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory. 
 
Again - another proposed project, this time with at least 17 (seventeen) 
individual components, in the treacherous Strawberry Canyon Caldera, the 
location of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL). 
 
It will be impossible to adequately analyze the environmental impacts of 
these 17 individual projects in one EIR/EA as proposed. 
 
At minimum we ask that the project be severed to its 5 major geographical 
components, as described in Figure 3 of the NOP's project information 
section, and that 5 separate, individual, EIR/EA/EIS reports be prepared, 
for the reasons stated below. 

The five components of the proposed project are evaluated in a single EIR 
because they all address seismic strengthening and are therefore related. 

CMTW-24 The entire LBNL campus is situated in the HAYWARD EARTHQUAKE 
FAULT IMPACT ZONE (HEQFIZ), as seen in the 1992 USGS map (page 
2), sandwiched between the Hayward Fault and the Wildcat Fault. The 
inadvisability of any development/any new development in the Strawberry 
Canyon Caldera is very soberly described by UC Berkeley's Garniss H. 
Curtis, Professor Emeritus, Department of Earth and Planetary Science in 
his May 11, 2008 comment letter (pages 3-5). We ask that all these concerns 
be addressed in the EIR/EA/EIS reports' Geology and Soils section. It ap-
pears that, since the collapsed caldera is filled with unstable landslide mate-
rials, a major earthquake along the Hayward Fault will have Potentially 
Significant Impacts, that cannot be mitigated by anything other than not 
building in the canyon, i.e. a complete moratorium on new construction at 
LBNL and a gradual off-loading of facilities from the Hill to safer areas. We 

The Draft EIR Geology and Soils section (Section 4.5) analyzes geotechnical 
issues of constructing the proposed GPL.  Please also see the Master Response 
1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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ask that this scenario be included in the scope of the EIR/EIS. 

CMTW-25 Figure 11-20.  Map Showing Alquist Priolo Zones and Wildcat Fault.  Law-
rence Berkeley Laboratory. 

The comment is noted.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

CMTW-26 Statement of Garniss H. Curtis, Professor Emeritus, Department of Earth 
and Planetary Science, U.C. Berkeley. May 11, 2009.  [refer to statement for 
full text]  

The comment is noted.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

LBNL is a nuclear-industrial complex and many of the 14 structures pro-
posed for demolition have been potentially used for work involving radio-
active and hazardous materials and are potentially located on contaminated 
soil and on top of known radioactive and hazardous waste contamination 
plumes. 
 
The NOP document referred to these 14 structures as trailers, labs and 
shops without any specifics as to their past use. LBNL's Site Environmental 
Reports provide the following names and descriptions: 

CMTW-27 

Buildings 25    Mechanical Technology/Engineering Shop 25B  Waste 
Treatment Facility 55     Research Medicine/Radiation Biophysics (74   
Research Medicine/Radiation Biophysics, Cell&Molecular Biology Labora-
tory) 74F  Housing for animals used for research at facility above 4   
Magnetic Fusion Energy (MFE)/ALS Support Facility 5      Magnetic Fu-
sion Energy (MFE)/Accelerator and Fusion Research 14    Accelera-
tor&Fusion Research&Earth Sciences 16    Magnetic Fusion Energy Labo-
ratory/Accelerator and Fusion Research Laboratory 17    EH&S/Applied 
Sciences Lab (71   Heavy Ion Linear Accelerator (HILAC/Center for Beam 
Physics, Ion Beam Technology) 71 C, D, F, H, J, P B-Factory associated 
with facility above 
 
LBNL operates facilities which contain Radioactive Material Areas (RMAs) 
that are subject to radioactive air emissions regulations of NESHAPs (Na-
tional Emission Standard  for Hazardous Airborne Pollutants) and have the 
pontential to emit radionuclides into the atmosphere. Building 55 has at 
least 9 such sources. 

LBNL is a non-nuclear facility.  The Seismic Phase 2 project will demolish 
Buildings 25/25B, 55, and the Building 71 trailers.   
Specific histories of each of the buildings proposed for demolition, and de-
scriptions of any hazards expected to be found therein, are included in the 
Draft EIR, particularly in Chapter 3, Project Description; on pages 4.4-8 
through 4.4-10 (Cultural Resources Section); and in the discussion of impacts 
in Section 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).    
There are eight locations (not nine) in Building 55 where researchers are au-
thorized to use radioactive materials, as reported in the "Radionuclide Air 
Emission Report for 2008" (available online  at http://www.lbl.gov/ehs/esg/ 
Reports/tableforreports.shtml).  This number stayed the same in 2009. These 
annual reports are available online going back 10 years to 1998 and provide 
information on all locations where radioactive materials have been used dur-
ing that time. 
 
The Draft EIR is a stand-alone CEQA document and is not paired with a 
NEPA document (i.e., it is not an EIR/EIS).  Draft Section 4.7 (pages 4.7-16 
and 17) describes in overview the history and uses of the buildings proposed 
for demolition, and the types of hazards and wastes expected in those facili-
ties.  Pages 4.7-17 through 4.7-22 describes subsurface contamination known 
to exist from or around those facilities.  SP2 Impact HAZ-2 (pages 4.7-25 
through 4.7-32) discloses and describes the results of surveys to identify haz-
ardous materials in the buildings proposed for demolition.  In addition, the 
Draft EIR identifies that “to address the hazardous materials issues identified 
during the survey as well as other safety issues, a Hazardous Analysis Report 
(HAR) was prepared for the proposed project in 2009.”  This HAR is refer-
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We ask that the Hazards and Hazardous Materials sections of the EIR/EIS 
address/describe in detail the history of the uses of all the 14 buildings pro-
posed for demolition and list all the equipment and radioactive/hazardous 
materials used at these structures and the various kinds of wastes generated 
there during their lifetime. 
 
This will help to better assess the degree of contamination associated with 
each of the structures, lab equipment, waste water/ sewer lines, sumps etc. 
Especially, as you know, almost 3 pounds of mercury was recently found in 
a Building 71Q storm drain sump, (pages 7-8) estimated to have been there 
from 10 to 40 years. 

enced in the Draft EIR and is made available as part of the public record for 
this project. 

CMTW-28 Attachment:  CAT OE-Operational Emergencies, B71 Occurrence Report, 
discovery date 9/25/05.   [refer to report for full text] 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-29 To further illuminate our concerns we are enclosing a copy of CMTW's 
March 2007 Report titled: 
 
Contaminant Plumes of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and 
their Interrelation to Faults, Landslides, and Streams in Strawberry Can-
yon, Berkeley and Oakland, California (as a CD). 
 
We specifically ask you to review sections on CONTAMINANT SITES 
(Chemical and Hazardous Contamination and Radioactive Contamination), 
DRAINAGE NETWORK MAPPING, FAULT MAP-
PING,LANDSLIDE MAPPING, ZONES OF CONCERN FOR PO-
TENTIAL PLUME MIGRATION and FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND SITE CONDITIONS. 

UC LBNL has reviewed the commenter’s supplementary materials.  The 
Draft EIR has addressed contamination and plumes (Section 4.7), drainage 
(Section 4.8), and seismic and soils issues (Section 4.5).  “Site conditions” are 
identified and addressed throughout the entire Environmental Evaluation 
chapter (Section 4).  Future development is addressed in the Draft EIR cumu-
lative impacts discussion (Section 4.D and throughout each of the environ-
mental resource discussion areas, and in the Lab’s 2006 Long Range Develop-
ment Plan (LRDP) and LRDP EIR.  Please also refer to Master Response 1, 
Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL main hill site.   

CMTW-30 Figure 2. in our Report (page 10) shows a significant VOC (Volatile Or-
ganic Compound) groundwater plume associated with B 71 and its "trailer" 
area, surrounded by a radioactive tritium soil plume. 
 
In the "Old Town" area buildings 4, 5, 14, 16 and 17 are all located on top 
of the huge Old Town VOC groundwater solvent plume. 

Concentrations of VOCs are well below the drinking water standard under 
B71 and its trailer area.  UC LBNL disagrees that a radioactive tritium soil 
plume is present in the B71 area or that the Building 74 diesel plume is migrat-
ing.  Please see pages 4.7-16 to 4.7-17 of the Draft EIR regarding the current 
use and management of hazardous materials at the Project Site.  Quarterly 
reports prepared by the UC LBNL Environmental Restoration Program and 
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In the East Canyon the B 74 Diesel plume is migrating into the area of the 
proposed General Purpose Lab. 

submitted to the Department of Toxic Substances Control confirm this con-
clusion.  Please see page 4.7-28 of the Draft EIR. 

CMTW-31 Figure 18 a. shows the Zones of Concern at LBNL for Groundwater Plume 
Expansion along Faults, Bedrock contacts, Landslides, Historic and Modern 
Creeks. Please note and address in the EIR/EIS that all 5 areas of the pro-
posed "Seimic Life Safety Phase 2B Project" are impacted by migrating 
groundwater contaminant plumes, earthquake faults and landslides. (page 
11.) 

The comment references Figure 18a of a report appended to the comment 
letter submitted in January 2009 and requests that the DEIR address the zones 
of concern for groundwater plume expansion shown on the figure.  Chemical 
contamination at the proposed project site from historical hazardous materials 
uses is described and analyzed on pages 4.7-1 through 4.7-36 of the DEIR.  UC 
LBNL notes that there are four – not five – general areas where Seismic Phase 
2 activities would take place at the LBNL main hill site.  The LBNL RCRA 
Facility Investigation, Corrective Measures Study and subsequent quarterly 
progress reports provide data showing that the groundwater contaminant 
plumes at LBNL are not currently spreading, but are either stable or shrink-
ing.  The Draft EIR is a stand-alone CEQA document and is not paired with a 
NEPA document (i.e., it is not an EIR/EIS).  

CMTW-32 Figures 10 and 14 show the mapping of Wildcat Fault and the East Canyon 
Fault as well as the huge landslide area associated with these faults. It is 
quite incredible to observe that indeed LBNL/DOE (Department of En-
ergy) knew of the presence of these earthquake faults and landslide areas, 
and yet proceeded with the construction of the Lab's Hazardous and Ra-
dioactive Waste Handling, Storage and Treatment Facility in this treacher-
ous area in 1996, and now must attempt with seismic upgrades of the build-
ing (B 85), and the stabilization of the landslide beneath it. (pages 12-13) 

Please see response to comment PH-13, below.  Please see Master Response 1, 
Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

CMTW-33 Figure 20 a. (page 14) shows various site conditions at future sites of 
LBNL's Long Range Development Plan. 

The diagram provided by the Commenter is noted.  Please see the 2006 Long 
Range Development Plan EIR for UC LBNL information on constraints and 
conditions related to the LBNL main hill site as well as to the Illustrative De-
velopment Scenario which is depicted on the Commenter's diagram.  Please 
see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main 
Hill Site. 

CMTW-34 Please read carefully Garniss H. Curtis' comments: " Most of the buildings 
of the Lawrence Lab. are on unstable ground filling the old caldera… The 
buildings on them will certainly move a few feet in a major earthquake if 
not hundreds of feet." 

Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 
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CMTW-35 We ask you to include a very serious analysis of the B 85 situation and in-

stead of a Band-Aid, a plan for relocating these dangerous operations to a 
more stable and accessible area. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to create seismically safe, modern re-
search facilities for UC LBNL programs and personnel.  As described in the 
Draft EIR, a key objective is to remedy high seismic life safety risks in general 
purpose research facilities and lab-wide resource buildings.  The Draft EIR 
includes an analysis of seismic hazards associated with Building 85/85A and a 
discussion of the seismic strengthening activities proposed to address them.  
The seismic safety rating of Building 85/85A would be "good" under the UC 
Seismic Rating System after completion of the proposed improvements.  Also, 
please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site.  For a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project, please 
see Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. 

CMTW-36 Attachment: Figure 2. LBNL Site Map, Groundwater Contamination 
Plumes and Contaminated Soil Site. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-37 Attachment: Figure 18a. Zones of Concern for Groundwater Plume Expan-
sion Along Comp8led Faults, Bedrock Contacts, Landslides, Historic and 
Modern Creeks. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-38 Attachment: Figure 10. Compilation of Fault Mapping at LBNL in Straw-
berry Canyon Relative to Soil and Groundwater Contaminant Plumes. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-39 Attachment: Figure 14. Compilation of Landslide and Surficial Geology 
Maps 13a-13f in Strawberry Canyon. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-40 Attachment: Figure 20a. Various Compiled Site Conditi0ons at Future 
Building Sites of LBNL's Long Range Development Plan. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-41 Attachment: Contaminant Plumes of the Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory and their Interrelation to Faults, Landslides, and Streams in 
Strawberry Canyon, Berkeley and Oakland, California. March 2007. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-42 Attachment:  Picture.  Contaminant Plumes of the Lawrence Berkeley Na-
tional Laboratory and their Interrelation to Faults, Landslides, and Streams 
in Strawberry Canyon, Berkeley and Oakland, California. March 2007. 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 

CMTW-43 Attachment: Announcement for Immediate Release.  5/9/84. Berkeley-
Centennial Drive, connecting to "main" University of California-Berkeley 
campus to hilltop facilities, will reopen tomorrow (Thurs., May 10) after an 
eight-month closing. [refer to announcement for full text] 

The commenter's materials have been received and reviewed.  Because they do 
not address the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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CMTW-44 Attachment: Letter from John R. Shively, Consulting Engineer. 5/28/99. 

Subject: City of Berkeley Fire Fighting System. [refer to letter for full text] 
The commenter's referenced materials -- a 1999 letter from John Shively re-
garding the City of Berkeley fire fighting system -- has been reviewed but does 
not address the adequacy of the EIR.  However, as general information for the 
commenter, the Hillwater Fire Fighting System described in Shively's letter 
was not pursued by UC LBNL.  In the 11 years since Shively wrote his letter, 
LBNL has seismically retrofitted its two existing 200,000 gallon water storage 
tanks and has added a third.  These tanks are fed by EBMUD water and not 
local well water. 

CMTW-45 The same seismic and landslide hazards that afflict the B 85 site are present 
at the proposed 43,000 sq.ft. Bio Lab (General Purpose Laboratory) loca-
tion, just some 200 yards downhill to the SE, on top of the Wildcat Canyon 
Fault. 
 
The massive East Canyon Slide (see Figure 14.) extends all the way down to 
the bottom of Strawberry Canyon and continually undermines the stability 
of Centennial Drive, the only public (and emergency access) road through 
the Canyon. 
 
We ask that you abandon this new construction project at the proposed 
East Canyon site and instead very seriously consider the UC owned Rich-
mond Field Station, as an alternative location. 

The comment requests that construction of the proposed GPL at the Rich-
mond Field Station be considered seriously as an alternative site, due to the 
seismic and landslide hazards that exist at the Building 74 SE Parking Lot site 
originally proposed for GPL construction. 
 
On pages 2-2 through 2-3, the DEIR notes that the project has been revised 
since the NOP and the location proposed for the GPL is no longer at the 
Building 74 SE Parking Lot site.  Further, the Richmond Field Station is ana-
lyzed as an alternative site for GPL construction on pages 5-18 through 5-25 of 
the DEIR.  
 
The question of developing further facilities offsite was considered in the EIR 
prepared for the UC LBNL Long Range Development Plan.  Based on that 
EIR, the Regents decided not to adopt an offsite alternative for the long range 
development of the Lab.  That decision of the Regents was upheld in Jones v. 
Regents (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818. 

CMTW-46 Indeed, the RFS, a prime Bay View property, must be considered as the 
future site for all LBNL Bio Science (Life Science) facilities, as well as for 
the Helios/EBl and CRT projects, in order to avoid the potential catastro-
phic failures predicted for the Strawberry Canyon Caldera during the next 
major earthquake - and to save publicly funded facilities, equipment and 
some 5000 human lives: 

The Richmond Field Station is considered as an alternative in the Seismic 
Phase 2 EIR.  See EIR Chapter 5. Also, please refer to response to Comment 
JMP-1-16. 
 
See response to comment CMTW-45. 

CMTW-47 PS. Landslides in the Strawberry Canyon are triggered by heavy rains and 
underground water sources (during the dry season). 
 

The comment, originally submitted in January 2009 and resubmitted in 
March 2010, states that landslides in Strawberry Canyon are triggered by 
heavy rains and underground water sources.  The commenter thereby requests 
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The attached UC Press release of May 9,1984 describes the closure of Cen-
tennial Drive for a period of eight months, due to heavy rains and run-off 
in one of the main landslide areas. (page 17) 
 
Former UC Engineer John R. Shively describes a dry season landslide of 
August 1974, due to impounded hillwater of the Lennert Aquifer, as previ-
ous dewatering attempts by hydraugers had failed. (page 18) 
 
The EIR/ElS reports must include rainfall data for at least the past 40 years 
for the highest LBNL locations/elevations as well as current data regarding 
the Lennert Aquifer and its impacts at LBNL. 

that rainfall data for the past 40 years at the proposed project site be included 
in the Final EIR. 
 
It is well known that small landslides have been triggered in the past by heavy 
rains at locations within the Berkeley Hills, including at LBNL.  The landslide 
referred to in the commenter's 1984 article occurred on University land out-
side of LBNL.  No LBNL buildings exist in the area proximate to this particu-
lar landslide.  The landslides that occurred in 1974 were located in the general 
area of LBNL Building 77.  These areas have subsequently been repaired and 
improved.  No significant landsliding has occurred in this general area since 
that time despite multiple back-to-back wet winters and many subsequent 
storm events and incidents of heavy rainfall.  The Lennert Aquifer is inferred 
to be the permeable volcanic unit that underlies the ridge northeast of Build-
ing 77 and northwest of Building 85/85A.  The presence of this feature is well-
recognized and has been accounted for in the Building 85/85A seismic 
strengthening design component of the Seismic Phase 2 Project.  This feature 
is not close to and would have no effect upon the proposed General Purpose 
Lab.  Please see Chapter 4.5 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of the Geology 
and Soils. 

SSC-1-1 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Seismic Life Safety, Moderni-
zation, and Replacement of General Purpose Buildings, Phase 2 (Seismic 
Phase 2) Project.  These comments are submitted on behalf of Save Straw-
berry Canyon, a non-profit corporation, organized for purposes of protect-
ing the upper watershed of Strawberry Creek, for purposes of protecting 
Strawberry Canyon from development which is inappropriate at this hill-
side location, and for purposes of educating the public toward these ends.  
 www.savestrawberrycanyon.org. 
 
The proposed project location is the Lawrence Berkeley National Labora-
tory's main campus, which is a hillside setting that straddles two canyons, 
i.e. Strawberry Canyon and Blackberry Canyon.  These canyons are in the 
scenic Berkeley and Oakland hills and between the spur ridges off the 

These introductory comments regarding the location of the proposed im-
provements and the underlying geology are noted.  The location of the project 
is described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, and Figure 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR 
shows a delineation of Strawberry Canyon Watershed and Blackberry Canyon 
Watershed.  Please see response to Comment CMTW-6.  The underlying geol-
ogy is discussed in Chapter 4.5 of the Draft EIR.  Please also see Master Re-
sponse 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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coastal ridge that parallels the San Francisco Bay.  Within this setting, the 
project is in Blackberry Canyon which is the upper watershed of the North 
Fork of Strawberry Creek. 
The area is complicated geologically with the Hayward Fault traversing the 
“western edge of the LBNL site as shown in Figure 4.5-1.1 An ancient land-
slide area that could mobilize during an earthquake underlies the Hazardous 
Waste Storage Facility. 

.   

SSC-1-2 The LBNL main campus is three miles east of Interstate 80 which is the 
western edge of Berkeley.  This means that truck traffic must drive from one 
end of Berkeley to the other.  By way of contrast, the Richmond Field Sta-
tion alternative is very close to the freeway. 
 
What the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR fails to mention is the extent to 
which truck traffic (demolition, construction, hazardous and toxic waste 
materials) uses two lane residential roadways (e.g. upper Hearst Avenue) to 
access LBNL.  Although the Project DEIR asserts that “(a)pproximately 15 
local roadways provide access to LBNL...”, the Project DEIR fails to de-
scribe the routing in sufficient detail to illustrate the extent and nature of the 
access problem.  For example, Figure 4.12-1 shows a partial route although 
the figure title suggests otherwise.  The Gayley Road, Rim Way, and Cen-
tennial Drive route lacks essential detail by not showing whether Centennial 
Drive traffic ends before reaching Grizzly Peak Boulevard, which is a resi-
dential two lane street at the top of the ridge. 
 

The comment notes that the Richmond Field Station is closer to Interstate 80 
than is the LBNL main hill campus and states that the DEIR has not suffi-
ciently described the impact of construction truck traffic on local roadways in 
the vicinity of the LBNL main hill site. 
 
CEQA requires that the analysis of environmental impacts from traffic and 
transportation consider whether the proposed project would result in a sub-
stantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections.  Pursuant to this requirement, 
the DEIR includes a detailed discussion of potential impacts from construction 
traffic and associated mitigation measures. 
 
All truck traffic from the LBNL main hill site is directed to use the City of 
Berkeley Designated Truck Routes linking the Strawberry and Blackberry 
Gates at LBNL with Interstate 80/580.  Figure 4.12-1 in the DEIR illustrates 
these routes.  The routes do not include Grizzly Peak Boulevard.  Addition-
ally, on pages 4.12-16 through 4.12-23 the DEIR provides a description of the 
findings of an analysis of existing conditions on local roadways in the vicinity 
of the LBNL main hill site that was undertaken for the DEIR.  On the basis of 
that analysis the DEIR identifies a maximum allowable number of truck trips 
along each Designated Truck Route to ensure there is no significant impact to 
intersection operations.  Further, on pages 4.12-20 through 4.12-21, the DEIR 
outlines measures put in place to ensure the maximum allowable number of 
truck trips would not be exceeded. 
 
Finally, the DEIR discusses potential impacts from construction traffic result-
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ing from the project by itself (pages 4.12-25 through 4.12-26) as well as impacts 
from the proposed project in combination with other foreseeable development 
in the surrounding area (pages 4.12-34). 

SSC-1-3 No mention is made of the residential land use along upper Hearst Avenue.  
The air quality impact analysis does not consider the urban environment on 
upper Hearst Avenue in which apartment buildings are built close to the 
street with very shallow setbacks.  Neither does it analyze for air quality 
impacts to possible sensitive receptors living in the residential area.  As such, 
air quality impacts from LBNL-related truck traffic are underestimated. 

CEQA requires that the analysis of environmental impacts consider whether 
the proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  Sensitive receptors are members of the public most susceptible 
to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, young children, the elderly, peo-
ple weak from other illness or disease, and those engaged in strenuous work or 
exercise.  On page 4.2-31, the DEIR states that, for the purpose of providing a 
conservative estimate of impacts, all residences located outside the LBNL prop-
erty boundary, which includes the area along Hearst Avenue, have been con-
sidered.  Furthermore, also for the purpose of providing a conservative esti-
mate of impacts, on the same page the DEIR states that all residences are con-
sidered to be sensitive receptors.  Pages 4.2-31 through 4.2-36 discuss in detail 
potential impacts from construction and demolition traffic on off-site resident 
receptors, along with associated mitigation measures.  Therefore, the urban 
character of upper Hearst Avenue and the potential air quality impacts to sen-
sitive receptors in the area have been sufficiently considered under CEQA. 

SSC-1-4 LBNL is an approximately 200-acre site, and the Seismic Phase 2 Project 
includes demolition, seismic retrofitting, and new construction in already 
developed areas of the hillside.  Although in-fill development and consolida-
tion would seem to be all well and good, the unfortunate result of this 
demolition and new construction project is the tangible expression of 
LBNL's ongoing commitment to invest in this geologically sensitive and 
poorly accessed area.  After the project is completed, for example, the re-
search activities and occupants at an off-site space will move up the hill 
rather than the other way around. 

Since the publication of the Draft EIR, planning decisions made by UC LBNL 
management regarding future space needs have necessitated the revision of 
plans for the relocation of UC LBNL personnel associated with the proposed 
project.  It was initially envisioned that approximately 100 UC LBNL life sci-
ence personnel would relocate to a new general purpose laboratory (GPL) pro-
posed for construction at the LBNL main hill site from off-site locations such 
as the 717 Potter Street facility in Berkeley and the Donner Laboratory on the 
UC Berkeley Campus.  In line with recent UC LBNL planning decisions, 
however, the Seismic Phase 2 project description has been refined so that those 
100 LBNL staff would remain in place at off-site facilities and the available 
GPL space would be used to provide laboratory space for LBNL personnel 
already at the main hill site, as well as for the co-location of related programs.  
In the course of this co-location, approximately 30 researchers would transfer 
from the adjacent UC Berkeley campus; however, several of these researchers 
already work on the main hill site or travel there regularly for meetings.  As a 
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result, there would be only a negligible increase in the average daily population 
(ADP) of the LBNL main hill site. 
 
Regarding the geology of the LBNL site, please see Master Response 1, Geo-
logical Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.   

SSC-1-5 Several of the Project Objectives are written so as to guarantee that the 
Seismic Phase 2 Project will be located at this hillside location.  For example, 
one of the Project Objectives is to locate life science research functions adja-
cent to the Nanosciences/Molecular Foundry Research cluster.  Another is 
to “co-locate researchers and graduate students within a cluster of life science 
research facilities ... “ By having project objectives linked specifically to the 
location of the Molecular Foundry, for example, any potentially viable off 
site alternative would be rejected out of hand.  This is truly tragic given the 
availability of an underutilized industrial site owned by the university at the 
Richmond Field Station and where many life science research facilities could 
be consolidated. 

The Project Objectives are not written to guarantee the location of the project, 
or components of the project, and off-site alternatives were not rejected out of 
hand.  The EIR evaluated off-site alternatives, including the Richmond Field 
Station alternative and a leased off-site alternative. 
 
The Draft EIR contains a statement of project objectives that complies with 
the requirements set forth in CEQA Section 15124(b).  As stated in the Guide-
lines, “A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency de-
velop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the 
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considera-
tions, if necessary.”  Guideline 15124(b), setting forth the requirement to state 
project objectives, does not contain any statement that project objectives can-
not include locational criteria.  In Save San Francisco Bay v. San Francisco Bay 
Conservation & Development Comm’n (1992) the court upheld the propriety of 
considering the location of a project as part of the project purpose and objec-
tives. 

SSC-1-6 The already existing density of large research and development laboratories 
at the LBNL main hillside site is staggering.  Rather than creating new cam-
puses like was done when University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) 
outgrew the Pamassus Heights site, the LBNL in conjunction with the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley (UCB) is intensifying development in the 
least accessible and the most seismically hazardous area of Berkeley. 

The University does not agree that the LBNL main hill site is densely devel-
oped or developed near to or beyond its capacity.  LBNL's 2006 Long Range 
Development Plan (LRDP) and its accompanying 2006 LRDP EIR explore 
such issues and lay out a course of development through 2025.  Density of de-
velopment at the LBNL main hill site is far below that found in a typical urban 
setting (e.g., UCSF, UCB, UCLA).  For example, Seismic Phase 2 Draft EIR 
Figure 3-2, Project Components, diagrammatically illustrates the approximate 
area of development at LBNL versus the area that is undeveloped.  The pervi-
ous (typically natural or undeveloped) surface at the LBNL main hill site is 
approximately twice as large as the impervious (typically developed) area.  
And, as the Commenter states in Comment SSC-1-4, above, “the Seismic Phase 
2 Project includes demolition, seismic retrofitting, and new construction in 
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already developed areas of the hillside....in-fill development and consolida-
tion....” 
 
Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5 for discussion of seismic issues and Section 
4.12 for discussion of roadway accessibility.  Also, see Land Use and Planning 
sections of both the Seismic Phase 2 EIR and the 2006 LRDP EIR to note that 
the proposed project would be sited within appropriate land use designations 
(Research and Academic and Support Services zones).  Moreover, by demolish-
ing the same approximate amount of facilities space at LBNL as would be con-
structed, the proposed project would not add to the overall density of the 
LBNL main hill site. 

SSC-1-7 This is of grave concern because the Regents might be unaware of the cumu-
lative development in the area, which includes two jurisdictions under their 
purview, i.e. not only LBNL but also the University of California at Berke-
ley (UCB).  After all, the Regents certified two separate Long Range Devel-
opment Plans, one for LBNL and another for UCB and did not have the 
benefit of a more coordinated approach to hillside expansion activities that 
commonly impact overlapping areas. 
 
Poor coordination is evident from the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR's fail-
ure to identify major, reasonably foreseeable planned projects in the area 
that would occur within UCB's jurisdiction.  Two significant examples are 
the Strawberry Canyon Vegetation Management Project 
http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord. 
do?id=3111 and the California Memorial Stadium: Seismic Corrections and 
West Program Improvements project. 
http://www.cp.berkeley.edu/CP/Projects/CalMemorialStadium_SSC/Eniv
ornmental/Integrated_Projects_Addendum2_CMS_West.pdf Both are UCB 
projects that will have impacts to the LBNL as well as impacts in commonly 
shared areas, e.g. public, city roadways. 
 
The Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR identifies the following projects on the 
UCB Campus: South Campus Integrated Projects, Northeast Quadrant Sci-

The commenter's assertion that the Seismic Phase 2 Draft EIR did not identify 
or include the California Memorial Stadium: Seismic Corrections and West 
Program Improvements project for cumulative impacts analysis is incorrect.  
The California Memorial Stadium: Seismic Corrections and West Program 
Improvements project is part of the South Campus Integrated Projects (SCIP) 
described on pages 4.0-8 through 4.0-9 of the DEIR.  All components of the 
Seismic Corrections and West Program Improvements project would be com-
pleted within the timeframe of the SCIP and have been accounted for in the 
cumulative analysis of the DEIR. 
  
The University of California (UC) has applied, through the State of California 
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, to the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA) for funding under the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) 
Program to conduct vegetation management activities in Strawberry Canyon, 
Claremont Canyon, and Frowning Ridge.  The vegetation management activi-
ties would involve removal of non-native trees, including approximately 10,000 
stems of eucalyptus trees from Strawberry Canyon, approximately 12,000 
stems of eucalyptus trees from the Claremont Canyon area, and approximately 
24,000 stems of eucalyptus and pine trees from the Frowning Ridge location.  
Vegetation management activities in areas of the East Bay hills under the juris-
diction of UC, including in Strawberry Canyon, are currently the subject of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared by UC in compliance 
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ence and Safety Projects, Helios, UC Berkeley Law School Infill, UC Berke-
ley Naval Architecture Restoration and Blum Center, and the Warren Hall 
Replacement.  However, left out is the Addendum to the Southeast Campus 
Integrated Projects EIR.  Approved by the Regents in January 2010 and 
before the Notice of Availability of the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR, the 
reasonably foreseeable project changes to the SCIP EIR include the follow-
ing: (1) an Athletic Service Center of approximately 15,000 square feet, (2) 
lowering of the playing field an additional 2 feet.  Although reasonably fore-
seeable and already approved by the Regents, these are changes to SCIP not 
mentioned in the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR. 
 
The Strawberry Canyon Vegetation Management Project was also left out 
of the analysis and even though the project would involve removal of 10,000 
trees in 45 acres in Strawberry Canyon on lands adjacent to LBNL.  A draft 
Environmental Assessment for the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
grant has been prepared.  The project is vast in scope and reasonably fore-
seeable. 
 
The cumulative impact analysis of the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR was 
deficient by failing to identify all reasonably foreseeable planned projects in 
the area.  The stadium-related projects might generate additional construc-
tion and demolition truck traffic, and thus generate even more traffic than 
anticipated in the supplement to the 2006 LBNL LRDP EIR with respect to 
one traffic impact and more traffic than anticipated in the Seismic Phase 2 
Project DEIR which identified one significant unavoidable traffic impact.  
The deforestation/vegetation management project might interact with seis-
mic hazards, e.g. landslides, that characterize the area and thus there would 
be unanalyzed cumulative geological impacts, among other impacts not 
identified by virtue of the project not being identified in the first place. 

with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  A draft of the EIS is 
not currently available for public review; however, based on information made 
public in an earlier stage of environmental review, because the minimal, ad-
verse, short-term effects to biological resources, geology and soils, water qual-
ity, air quality, public safety, public services, transportation, and noise from 
the vegetation management activities would be limited to the construction 
phase and tempered by the implementation of avoidance and minimization 
measures by UC, it is not anticipated that a cumulative impact would result 
from the proposed project when considered in combination with the afore-
mentioned UC vegetation management activities.  While the removal of trees 
as proposed by UC could have GHG related impacts due to the loss of carbon 
sequestration potential, the proposed Seismic Phase 2 project would not con-
tribute to that potential impact because it would involve the removal of only 3 
trees, all of which would be replaced in conformance with UC LBNL policy. 
  
Please note that the Draft EIR has been revised to specifically identify the 
Strawberry Canyon Vegetation Management Project as a foreseeable UC 
Berkeley project that is analyzed in the EIR for potential cumulative impacts 
with the proposed project, and to clarify that there would be no cumulatively 
considerable impacts from the proposed Seismic Phase 2 project in combina-
tion with UC vegetation management activities proposed in the East Bay hills.  
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 
 

SSC-1-8 Neither does the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR adequately analyze geologi-
cal impacts in this fault ridden area.  Information provided in a separate 
comment letter from Garniss Curtiss, Professor Emeritus of Geology at 
UCB, will show the extent to which the project area is ridden with hazard-

Please see responses to Comment Letter GC and Master Response 1, Geologi-
cal Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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ous geological conditions. 
 
Of concern is the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR's failure to adequately in-
form the public in this serious matter. 

SSC-1-9 ♦ For example the study by William Lettis and Associates regarding the 
Building 25/25B site and the location of the proposed General Purpose 
Lab is referenced but not included in the Appendix.6 

__________ 
6 “Lettis and Associates (2009) concluded that the evidence was equivocal as to 
whether a paleolandslide existed beneath Building 25 or not.  However, if the land-
slide does exist, it is geologically stable and has not moved in thousands of years.”  
Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR, p. 4.5-20.  This was the only geotechnical study refer-
enced in the DEIR that was not included in the Appendix. 

This document was cited in the EIR in compliance with CEQA Guideline 
15148, which states that an EIR is dependent upon “information from many 
sources, including engineering project reports and many scientific documents” 
and that “these documents should be cited but not included in the EIR.”  The 
document was properly cited, and the conclusion of the document was also 
summarized in the EIR text. 

SSC-1-10 ♦ For example, the Geologic Map of the East Canyon Area (Figure 4.5-2) 
includes the General Purpose Lab but omits Building 85/85A, which is 
the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility, the building which is on top 
of the landslide area and the focus of the seismic mitigation part of the 
Seismic Phase 2 Project EIR.   

The comment is noted.  Figure 4.5-2 has been revised to more clearly indicate 
the location of Building 85/85A.  Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 

SSC-1-11 ♦ The geotechnical investigations which are conducted are shallow in 
scope and insufficient to document the geological conditions of the area 
(see comment letter from Dr. Curtis).  It should be noted toward this 
end that apparently inferior geotechnical studies prepared in 1994 for 
purposes of constructing Building 85 did not reveal the landslide area 
later identified in 1996.7 

__________ 
7 Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR, pages 4.5-11, 12. 

The geotechnical studies performed for the construction HWHF were con-
ducted by experienced licensed professionals in accordance with generally-
accepted professional procedures and practices and in conformance with the 
State regulations and guidelines applicable at that time.  The State guidelines 
that pertain to seismically-induced landslides (Special Publication 117) were 
officially adopted by the State Mining and Geology Board on March 13, 1997.  
Special Publication 117 provides guidelines for evaluating and mitigating haz-
ards for future projects, as required by the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act.  Nei-
ther the guidelines nor the Act include retroactive provisions; LBNL is proac-
tively strengthening the HWHF in accordance with the newest State guidelines 
pertaining to the evaluation and mitigation of potential hazards associated with 
seismically-induced landsliding (Special Publication 117A, dated 2008).  Please 
see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main 
Hill Site.   
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SSC-1-12 ♦ Although the Seismic Phase 2 DEIR now documents the ancient land-

slide deposits upon which the Hazardous Waste Handling Facil-
ity/Building 85 sits, and although the Seismic Phase 2 DEIR also ac-
knowledges that the landslide deposits could become mobilized in the 
event of a major earthquake, the DEIR underestimates seismic impacts 
as less than significant by insufficiently mitigating this hazard with a 
below-grade system of pier foundations and tiebacks.   

Regarding the geology of the LBNL main hill site, please see Master Response 
1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.   
 
The below-grade structural restraint system would bring Building 85/85A to a 
seismic rating of “good.”  The project would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Building Code and UC 
Seismic Policy.  Additionally, the recommendations of the expert geotechnical 
reports commissioned for the proposed project would be implemented. 

SSC-1-13 Finally, we wish to express our disappointment in the delay in issuing the 
Draft Environmental Assessment on this project.  The Demolition, Retrofit, 
and Building DEIR announced the EA would be circulated concurrently 
with the DEIR comment period.8  Moreover, the Department of Energy 
(DOE) issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment as 
long ago as 11/25/08.  We would fully expect the NEPA review process to 
be completed before demolition, retrofitting, or construction begins on this 
project. 
__________ 
8 Draft EIR for Seismic Life Safety, Modernization, and Replacement of General Pur-
pose Buildings, Phase Project, p. 1-4. 

A delay occurred between scoping for the Seismic Phase 2 Project and the issu-
ance of the Project EIR (and forthcoming EA under NEPA) precisely because 
the Project changed as a result of that scoping.  Most notably, the location of 
the General Purpose Laboratory was moved from a controversial site in 
Strawberry Canyon to an in-fill site in the “Old Town” area of the Lab.  It is 
expected that the Department of Energy will circulate the Draft EA for this 
project in the near future.  Physical construction of the Seismic Phase 2 Project 
shall not begin until the CEQA and NEPA processes have been completed. 

SSC-1-14 In closing, the Seismic Phase 2 Project DEIR gives short shrift to the envi-
ronmental problems attendant to demolition and construction activities and 
ongoing operations at LBNL's main campus.  Save Strawberry Canyon ur-
gently requests that you give more serious consideration to consolidating 
research and development at a satellite campus and develop an appropriate 
plan forthwith. 

The comment is noted.  The question of consolidating all LBNL research and 
development activities at a satellite campus was considered in the EIR prepared 
for the UC LBNL Long Range Development Plan.  Based on that EIR, the 
Regents decided not to adopt an offsite alternative for the long range develop-
ment of the Lab.  That decision of the Regents was upheld in Jones v. Regents 
(2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818.  With respect to the Seismic Phase II project, the 
EIR does evaluate two offsite alternatives. 
 
Regarding the geology of the LBNL main hill site, please see Master Response 
1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.  Please see also 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, which contains a more detailed analysis of the 
Richmond Field Station (RFS) Alternative to the proposed project. 

SSC-2-1 This letter is a duplicate of SSC-1 Comments SSC-1-1 through SSC-1-14 apply equally to Comment letter SSC-2. 
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GB-1 My comments are directed to the Seismic strengthening of the Hazardous 

Waste Handling Facility (HWHF) consisting of buildings 85,85A, 85B, a 
yard, and prefabricated units.  To be brief, the Seismic Life Safety of the 
HWHF is likely also brief.  In 1989 it was predicted “The Big One” will 
occur on the Hayward Fault within 30 years; that's just 9 years to go! 

A key project objective is to remedy high seismic life safety risks in general 
purpose research facilities and lab-wide resource buildings.  The below-grade 
structural restraint system proposed as part of the project would bring Building 
85/85A, the HWHF, to a seismic rating of “good.”  The project would be de-
signed and constructed in accordance with the requirements of the California 
Building Code and UC Seismic Policy.  Additionally, the recommendations of 
the expert geotechnical reports commissioned for the proposed project would 
be implemented. 
 
Regarding the geology of the LBNL main hill site, please see Master Response 
1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.   

GB-2 
 

The replacement HWHF should never have been built in its present loca-
tion, situated behind Lawrence Berkeley Lab's Strawberry Canyon gate in 
Oakland on the East Canyon “Feature”, a branch of the Wildcat Fault.  In 
order to build the Non-Nuclear Facility, for the storage and treatment of 
radioactive and hazardous waste, it was necessary to do at least 4 things: 
 
1. Ignore the Wildcat and East Canyon Faults and any branch “Features” 

upon which the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility now sits. 
 

An Initial Study Checklist/Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
Modification of the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility was prepared under 
CEQA in 1996 and subsequently adopted.  Responses to public comment ad-
dressed concerns about the Wildcat Fault; alleged slope stability problems; the 
non-nuclear classification of the HWHF and associated 16,600 Curie tritium 
storage threshold, as well as a risk assessment which concluded that storage of 
tritium at the HWHF would not result in significant impacts.  
 
In 1998, the Alameda County Superior Court upheld the decision not to pre-
pare a Supplemental EIR in connection with the 1996 changes proposed to 
HWHF operations, determining that the Initial Study Checklist/Subsequent 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for Modification of the Hazardous Waste 
Handling Facility met the requirements of the California Environmental Qual-
ity Act. 

 2. Ignore the safety implications of slope stability problems.  
 
The Lab ignored slope stability problems despite: 
 
a) its own revelation in “Response to Public Comments” IS-7 (LBNL, April 
1997) which indicated that a slide 50 feet long by 100 feet wide occurred 
along the access road to the site of the replacement HWHF in the winter of 
1994/95.  (Not an ancient slide !) 

Slides in the Berkeley Hills that are investigated and found to be unstable can 
be repaired by retaining a licensed geotechnical engineer to design corrective 
measures and implementing those measures.  The two slope stability concerns 
listed have been corrected.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Condi-
tions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.   



L A W R E N C E  B E R K E L E Y  N A T I O N A L  L A B O R A T O R Y  

S E I S M I C  P H A S E  2  F I N A L  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  
 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MATRIX 

5-255 

 

Comment  
ID Comment Response 

b) the knowledge, provided in Public Comment, of a UC Berkeley press 
release which reported that Centennial Drive, which connects to the access 
road to the HWHF, was closed for 8 months in 1983/84 due to a huge slide.  
(Press release enclosed). 

 3. Failure to do a Supplementary EIR when 2 major changes were made to 
the original EIR:  

 
a) First: building a Non-Nuclear Facility for storage and treatment of radio-
active waste and hazardous waste because Department of Energy's (DOE) 
Western Division “determined that the benefits of constructing a Nuclear 
Facility do not justify the additional costs,” (April 5, 1994 memo to Joe 
Boda from Alex Dong - enclosed).  Surely a Nuclear Facility has more safety 
features than a Non-Nuclear Facility.  Is safety not worth the cost? 
 
In order to fall below the threshold for a Category 3 Non-Reactor Nuclear 
Facility, the one the original EIR indicated was to be built, the Tritium Fo-
cus Group was actually able to get the DOE to change the threshold from 
1000 curies (CI) to 16,600 Cil (U.S. Dept. of Energy, DOE Standard “Haz-
ard Categorization and Accident Analysis..., DOE STD-1027-92, Dec. 1992, 
Change Notice no. 1 , September 1997 - See Attach.  I pp A-10, for Isotope 
H3, and A 12 footnote * - enclosed) 

In addition, Regarding item 3.(a) of the commenter’s letter, the DOE letter to 
which the commenter refers also stated as follows: 
 
“LBNL has completed a review of current inventory and proposed generation 
rates of radioactive and mixed waste and concluded that this Facility will oper-
ate below Category 3 Non-Reactor Nuclear Facility Thresholds as prescribed 
in DOE STD-1027-92.” 
 
Both nuclear and non-nuclear facilities have safety features appropriate to their 
hazards.  Adding nuclear safety features to a non-nuclear facility will not neces-
sarily make it any safer (e.g., criticality monitors and nuclear accident do-
simetry for a facility that does not have enough material to fission under any 
circumstances do nothing to increase safety).  The key is to have the appropri-
ate controls for the hazards present in a facility, whether nuclear or nonnu-
clear. 
 
The DOE Tritium Focus Group is comprised of both DOE federal and con-
tractor personnel associated with tritium operations and was formed in 1991 in 
response to the Secretary of Energy’s Task Force on tritium operations. 
 
In calculating the threshold for tritium, DOE utilized a conservative hazard 
categorization approach and criteria consistently applied to calculate thresholds 
for all radionuclides at all DOE nuclear facilities.  The EPA methodology that 
DOE utilized to calculate the Hazard Category 3 nonreactor nuclear facility 
thresholds in DOE-STD-1027-92 (Hazard Categorization and Accident Analy-
sis Techniques for Compliance with DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety 
Analysis Reports) is summarized in this excerpt from DOE STD-1027-92: 
 
“Calculation of Category 3 Radiological Thresholds 
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In the Senior Nuclear Managers’ meeting of October 26, 1992, DOE deter-
mined that it is reasonable to set the limit based upon the value that is accepted 
by the EPA for protection of workers for planned reentry into a facility after 
an incident (EPA in Manual of Protective Action Guides and Protective Ac-
tions for Nuclear Incidents, EPA 400-R-92-001) and cited in Appendix 2A of 
the RadCon Manual, which is 10 rem. 
 
DOE has chosen to use an EPA model* to calculate the threshold quantities 
for Category 3.  The model assumes that: the distance from the point of release 
to the point of exposure is 30 meters; the dose-equivalent limit is 10 rem effec-
tive whole body dose; and there is no radioactive decay (for the sake of conser-
vatism and simplicity).  For the period of exposure, the models used assume 
that persons are exposed for one day for inhalation and direct exposure, but 
that persons are exposed for longer periods through the ingestion pathway. 
 
See Section 3.0 of this Standard for guidance on the proper use of this Table. 
 
* 40 CFR 302.4 Appendix B, calculations described in User’s Manual for the 
Radionuclides Database Version 1.02.” 

 b) Second: moving the fence-line a considerable distance from the then exist-
ing fence line around the HWHF in order to declare they are not exceeding 
the allowable radiation dose to the public.  This would not be possible 
without a public hearing and eminent domain proceedings if private prop-
erty, rather than UC Regents' property were located outside the existing 
fence-line.  (See enclosed: 7/21/99 letter to Watson Gin, DTSC from G. 
Bernardi CMTW: 2/20/96 memo from G, Weinstein to D. Balgobin, 
LBNL: 7/14/94 letter to G. Bernardi from T. Powell, LBNL; 3/28/96 
memo to H. Mitchell, UC and K. Berkner, LBNL from L. Bean, UC and R. 
Camper, LBNL.) 

As stated in the May 28, 1996 memorandum referenced by the commenter, the 
fence line to which the commenter refers was moved as part of reducing the 
risk of wild land fire pursuant to a letter of cooperation between the UC 
Berkeley Chancellor and the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Director which 
included authority to UC LBNL to manage certain lands then covered by the 
UC Berkeley Long Range Development Plan.  The memorandum discussed, 
for instance, the authority of UC LBNL and its contractors to use the Upper 
Jordan Fire trail to access the area above Building 74 so as to remove debris and 
plant material and the intention of both parties to update the Campus Hill 
Area Fire Prevention Committee annually on the progress in wildland fuel 
management made pursuant to the memorandum. 

 I don't find it strange that the safety of the public and employees was not 
the paramount concern, and that CEQA was violated and radiation thresh-
olds were changed to fulfill the headstrong plans and cost saving motives of 

An Initial Study Checklist/Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
Modification of the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility prepared under 
CEQA in 1996 and associated public comment responses addressed concerns 
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the HWHF decision makers as this was done under the tutelage of the Uni-
versity of California, the manager of the Lab.  One can see parallels to UC's 
actions regarding the Memorial Stadium, wherein UC claimed it could dis-
pense with the supporting concrete pier footing tied into the stadium, when 
the Judge ruled it violated the Alquist-Priolo law.  Next, UC saw to it that 
the Stadium and other state buildings be totally exempted from Alquist-
Priolo through the Omnibus Bill (2009).  Such amendments are required to 
be non-controversial! 

about the Wildcat Fault; alleged slope stability problems; the non-nuclear clas-
sification of the HWHF and associated 16,600 Curie tritium storage threshold 
as well as a risk assessment which concluded that storage of tritium at the 
HWHF would not result in significant impacts. 
 
In 1998, the Alameda County Superior Court upheld the decision not to pre-
pare a Supplemental EIR in connection with the 1996 changes proposed to 
HWHF operations, determining that the Initial Study Checklist/Subsequent 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for Modification of the Hazardous Waste 
Handling Facility met the requirements of the California Environmental Qual-
ity Act. 

GB-3 LBNL has expressed concern (DEIR Vol. I. 1/29/10 - p. 3-17) that the 
HWHF (Bldg 85/85A and 85B) is in the area of the official State of Califor-
nia Earthquake Induced Landslide Hazard Zone and that presents a hazard 
to the HWHF in case a landslide was mobilized in the event of a major 
earthquake. 
 
A sincere concern would mean compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act.  Do 
the cost and specifications of the system of concrete pier foundations and 
tiebacks to stabilize Bldgs. 85/85A comply with Alquist-Priolo? 

The comment incorrectly implies that UC LBNL is not in compliance with 
the Alquist-Priolo Act.  However neither the GPL nor Building 85/85A are 
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as indicated on pages 4.5-16 
through 4.5-17 of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, compliance with the Alquist-
Priolo Act is not required.  Nevertheless, as noted in the EIR, pages 4.5-21 to 
4.5-22, stabilizing techniques are intended to reduce potential risk to acceptable 
levels in compliance with the State building codes. 

GB-4 A sincere concern would mean compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act. Do 
the cost and specifications of the system of concrete pier foundations and 
tiebacks to stabilize Bldgs. 85/85A comply with Alquist-Priolo? 

Neither the GPL nor Building 85/85A are within an Alquist-Priolo Earth-
quake Fault Zone, as indicated on pages 4.5-16 through 4.5-17 of the Draft EIR. 
Both projects comply with Alquist-Priolo, which only regulates certain types 
of projects within designated Earthquake Fault Zones. 

GB-5 If not, does this mean safety conscious members of the public and potential 
employees need to avoid both State and Federal government buildings in 
California? 

No response is needed as the GPL and Building 85/85A are in full compliance 
with Alquist-Priolo.  Please see response to Comment GB-3. 

GB-6 Attachment 1: University of California, Office of Public Information, 
5/9/84--McClendon--File #9070: 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Berkeley--Centennial Drive, connecting the “main” University of California-
Berkeley campus to hilltop facilities, will reopen tomorrow (Thurs., May 
10) after an eight-month closing [refer to attachment for full text]. 

The comment is noted; however, this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 
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GB-7 Attachment 2: April 5, 1994, Memorandum from United States Govern-

ment, Department of Energy.  Subject: Classification of the LBL Hazardous 
Waste Handling Facility [refer to attachment for full text]. 
 
Enclosure: DOE-STD-1027-92, December 1992, Change Notice No. 1, Sep-
tember 1997 - DOE Standard - Hazard Categorization and Accident Analy-
sis Techniques for Compliance with DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety 
Analysis Reports; pages A-10 and A-12.  [refer to enclosure for full text] 

The comment is noted; however, this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

GB-8 Attachment 3: 7/21/99 letter to Watson Gin, Acting Deputy Director, Haz-
ardous Waste Management, California Dept. of Toxic Substances Control, 
from Gene Bernardi, CMTW.  Re: EPA ID # CA 4890008986-Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) Permit Modification Request re: 
Hazardous Waste Handling Facility (HWHF) Operations [refer to attach-
ment for full text]. 
 
Enclosure A: Feb 20, 1996 memo to David Balgobin, LBNL, from Gerald 
Weinstein, M.H. Chew and Associates. 
 
Enclosure B: July 14, 1999 letter to Gene Bernardi, CMTW, from Terry 
Powell with attached Joint Memorandum, signed in concurrence April 11, 
1996. 
 
Enclosure C: Sept. 1997 Change Notice #1 of DOE Standard, Hazard Cate-
gorization and Accident Analysis Techniques for Compliance with DOE Order 
5480.23, Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports, (US DOE Attachment 1, p A-12) 
[refer to enclosures for full text]. 

The comment is noted; however, this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

GC-1 This is written in response to the invitation for public written commentary 
regarding the subject project, as required by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) for a draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and 
for all requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). 
 
We hereby advise you of the hazards of the construction on the LBNL (Lab) 
site, as presently proposed in the subject DEIR. We also wish to emphasize 

The comment is noted.  The Draft EIR discusses potential hazards and associ-
ated mitigation measures on pages 4.7-1 through 4.7-36.  Please also see Master 
Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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the dangers to people, structures and vulnerable research facilities that may 
in any way contain hazardous materials, should this project be executed at 
the proposed LBNL site. 

GC-2 Regarding the geology of the site the observations cited in the DEIR con-
cerning the adequacy for construction are seriously deficient. Lacking are 
geological studies for the General Purpose Laboratory (GPL) deep enough 
to provide any understanding of the geology below approximately three 
meters. 

Analysis of soil compositions in the vicinity of the Building 25/25B site in the 
DEIR draws from the findings contained in Lettis and Associates, August 2009, 
Palaeolandslide Investigation Building 25, Lawrence Berkeley National Labora-
tory, Berkeley, California.  Three borings were drilled as part of initial feasibil-
ity-level geologic assessment activities for the GPL. The deepest boring ex-
tended to a depth of 106.2 feet (about 32 meters).  Additionally, a supplemen-
tary geotechnical report for the Building 25/25B site was finalized in April 
2010 and will be made available for public review at the time the FEIR is pub-
lished. This report finds that the geologic conditions of the site are suitable for 
construction of the GPL. 

GC-3 Furthermore the severe destruction to the Lab infrastructure is predictable 
due to the mercurial geology and steepness of the Lab site. 

Construction will be performed in accordance with the California Building 
Code and University of California Seismic Safety Policy.  The DEIR includes a 
detailed discussion of the geologic conditions in the vicinity of the proposed 
project site as well as an evaluation of the associated risks.  Please see page 4.5-1 
through 4.5-25. 

GC-4 Of primary concern should be the fact that an earthquake is now predicted 
to be imminent on the Hayward Fault trace. That trace runs completely 
through the lower west side of the Lab site. When the event occurs, it is 
predicted to destabilize the entire Lab site. CEQA establishes significant 
relevant criteria for impacts. It asks if the impact of the proposed project 
related to geology and soils would be considered significant. Certainly it 
would expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
a) rupture of a known earthquake fault 
b) strong seismic shaking 
c) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 
d) landslides 

Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site.  Please also see Chapter 4.5 and the Draft EIR’s discussion of 
these potential risks as they may relate to the project. 

GC-5 The attachments will describe the underlying geology of the LBNL site 
which should convince you that: 
 

Responses to the commenter are as follows:  
 
1.   LBNL does not agree that the referenced materials adequately demonstrates 
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1. No new buildings of any kind should be construsted [sic] on the present 
LBNL site. 
2. A plan to relocate all the existing facilities to a safer location, preferably 
well west of the known Hayward Fault trace should be instituted 
3. The available UC Richmond Field Station site should be seriously consid-
ered. 

that no new buildings should be constructed at the present LBNL main hill 
site.  The commenter's maps and cross sections depicting the “underlying geol-
ogy” are not consistent with the site-specific data (i.e. borings, trenches, surfi-
cial geologic mapping) that have been developed over many years by UC 
LBNL researchers and consultants.  The “collapsed caldera” hypotheses posited 
by Dr. Curtis is viewed as speculative, and appears to be generally contradicted 
by onsite data.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underly-
ing the LBNL Main Hill Site.  In addition, construction will be performed in 
accordance with the California Building Code and University of California 
Seismic Safety Policy. 
 
2.  The comment is noted.  However, the GPL and Building 85/85A are not 
close to the active Hayward fault trace and are also well outside of the Earth-
quake Fault Zone that surrounds the Hayward fault.  These distances of sepa-
ration are considered more than adequate throughout the State of California 
for projects of all types. 
 
3.  The Richmond Field Station is considered and analyzed as an alternative in 
the EIR.  Please see Draft EIR Chapter 5.  The question of developing further 
facilities offsite was considered in the EIR prepared for the UC LBNL Long 
Range Development Plan.  Based on that EIR, the Regents decided not to 
adopt an offsite alternative for the long range development of the Lab.  That 
decision of the Regents was upheld in Jones v. Regents (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 
818. 

GC-6 Transcript of Video "The Fault: Quakes, Slides, & the Lawrence Berkeley 
Lab" 
 
I'm Ignacio Chapela, Professor of Environmental Sciences at UC Berkeley.  
I'm on the board of Save Strawberry Canyon and we've made a video for 
the university community, the neighbors of Strawberry and Blackberry 
canyons, and the citizens of the Bay Area.  This concerns the danger from 
the buildings already on the hillside and from those planned for it. 
I am standing on the lower fire trail, south of Centennial Drive. Behind me 

The commenter's assertions regarding long-term growth at the LBNL main hill 
site are addressed and analyzed in the 2006 Long Range Development Plan 
EIR. 
 
Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site for a discussion of the stability of land at the project site. 
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the black box you see is the new Molecular Foundry, 96,000 square feet.  
UC and the National Lab want to construct 980,000 new square feet of 
buildings while demolishing 320,000, thus adding 660,000 square feet to the 
lab campus. They want 500 new parking places and 860 new employees. 
 
All of this is planned for Blackberry Canyon, directly above Hearst Avenue 
and its houses and dorms, and in Strawberry Canyon, north and south of 
Centennial Drive, above the stadium, Greek Theater and dorms.  This is 
extremely unstable land, and close to the Hayward Fault. This video will 
explain our concerns. 

GC-7 Transcript of Video "The Fault" (cont.): 
 
I'm John Shively. In the early 70's I was the Principal Engineer at UC 
Berkeley Office of Architects and Engineers. 
 
In August of 1974, during a major drought, I received a call from Lawrence 
Berkeley Lab advising that the steep hillsides were sliding in two separate 
areas near the Lawrence Hall of Science, due to underground water. I called 
consulting civil engineer, Ben Lennert, and we drove up to observe the 
slides. 
 
The most active slide was on the steep hillside below Lawrence Hall of Sci-
ence and above the Lab Hilac accelerator building. It had broken a lab build-
ing, broken an internal lab road, and cut the underground utilities. This 
slide was growing rapidly and threatened the Lawrence Hall of Science. 

Please see response to Comment PH-18.  The issue of possible landslides and 
soil stability in general is discussed in the Draft EIR at pages 4.5-23 to 4.5-24. 

 

The other slide was located on the steep hillside above the Lab corporation 
yard and just below the steep portion of Centennial Drive. It was slower 
moving but had severed the underground utilities that served the Hall of 
Science and threatened to take out Centennial Drive above the corporation 
yard. 
 
Ben's first idea was to drill hydraugers, which are horizontal wells, into the 
corporation yard hillside, hoping to tap the aquifer and let gravity drain the 
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water. He drilled several hydraugers but failed to hit the aquifer. I then sur-
mised that that much water had to be coming from the much larger water-
shed located higher up in the expansive Grizzly Peak area of Tilden Park. I 
proposed drilling a conventional vertical well just at the south end of the 
Space Science Lab. We drilled the well and hit the aquifer at about 150 feet 
down. 
 
When we commenced pumping, both slides stopped. We directed the water 
south into Strawberry Creek. Some of it was intercepted for very welcome 
use in the drought parched UC Botanical Gardens. 

GC-8 Transcript of Video "The Fault" (cont.): 
 
I'm Garniss Curtis, emeritus professor in the department of Earth and 
Planetary Sciences at the University of California, Berkeley. In a Letter I 
wrote to the regents, I emphasized that there should be no buildings in 
Strawberry Canyon near the Stadium nor Blackberry Canyon and these are 
the reasons why. In working with Ben Lennert 25 or 30 years ago investigat-
ing landslides and also places that new buildings could be made, I found 
geologic reasons that threaten these areas. The geologic setting is this. Here 
is the active Hayward Fault. Here is the Wildcat Canyon Fault and between 
them once 10 million years ago was a volcano. That volcano erupted vio-
lently and made a big cavity in which this whole area collapsed to form a 
great void. The outlines of the western margin of that void is here from the 
botanical garden going northwards several miles and includes all of these 
buildings resting on material that collapsed into the void we call a caldera. In 
working with John Shively and Ben Lennert concerning the slides on Cen-
tennial and this location which threatened these buildings to the west, we 
found we were in volcanic rock fragments, volcanic rock, in clay matrix 
which was sliding as water moved it. In this caldera filled with debris from 
the old cone, it left great cavities between large blocks of andecite which 
collected water and that water was gradually seeping out and causing these 
landslides, and unless they pumped that water out some way, we'd continue 
to have slides in this caldera material. A horizontal hole drilled did not re-

Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 
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lieve the water, but when a vertical hole was put down, it bumped into one 
of these cavities filled with water and over the next 10 years 16 or 14 million 
gallons of water were pumped out. That's a huge amount of water to pump 
out of one place, but that was a function of the collapsed material making 
many cavities that were not filled with ash and left vacancies for water.  The 
Hayward Fault, after passing close to Bowles Hall, goes right through the 
stadium. where it has offset the two sides of the stadium since its construc-
tion in 1923.  The interior pillars damaged some 30 years ago have only 
recently been reinforced with concrete and reinforcing steel. 

 

Behind Hearst Mining Bldg and a few feet to the east if the Lawson Adit, , 
that is a tunnel going eastward to the Hayward Fault. In the tunnel are sev-
eral exposures of the offset of Strawberry Creek as determined from the 
contained rounded cobbles of Strawberry Canyon origins. This indicates a 
displacement of more than 2000 feet north along the Hayward Fault. East of 
the Hayward Fault are cretaceous sedimentary rocks older than 65 million 
years. These are dipping westward at 20 to 30 degrees. (Above Stem 
Hall)What we're looking at here is sandstone, bedded sandstone, and you 
can see the parting dipping off toward the Bay and two parting zones dip-
ping off toward the Bay on the outcrop of the sandstone and disappears up 
hill there and disappears under the soil. (drawing) This caldera is like a great 
big tub of mud with no rigidity to it at all and much heavier than water, 
pressing against these cretaceous beds dipping westward. The US Geological 
Survey has made extensive study of the Hayward Fault and found that the 
return time on earthquakes going back to the time of Christ is about 130 
years. The last major quake was in 1868, 140 years ago. In short it's overdue. 
The survey by USGS says that there's a 65% chance of a major quake, 6.5 to 
7 magnitude, occurring in the next 35 years. If an earthquake occurs when 
these beds have been soaked with winter rain, the chances of a major land-
slide are great along the slippage planes of sandstone dipping westward to-
wards campus. Buildings in the lower parts of both Strawberry and B Can-
yons would be buried if not destroyed. These buildings will move Keep in 
mind the Loma Prieta quake of 1989 of magnitude 6.9 which from a distance 
of over 60 miles destroyed a section of the Bay Bridge, a section of the over-

Please see responses to PH-17, GC-11, GC-12, GC-14 and Master Response 1, 
Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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head freeway in Oakland. killing 63 people, and many houses on filled 
ground in the Marina of northern San Francisco some 70 miles from the 
quake!  No major buildings should be built on the hills or canyons above 
the campus. 

GC-9 Transcript of Video "The Fault" (cont.): 
 
(Ignacio)There are alternatives to constructing more buildings above cam-
pus. These alternatives are cheaper and certainly much safer and many are 
owned by the university. 
 
I hope that the Regents and administrators of the university will consider 
the dangers to students, faculty and neighbors of building on these fragile 
hill sites so close to the Hayward Fault. 
 
This video is being distributed in order to alert those at risk as well as those 
with the responsibility for the safety of the campus and its neighbors. 

Alternatives to the proposed project are presented and analyzed in Draft EIR 
Section 5, including a Richmond Field Station Alternative and a Leased Space 
Off-Site Alternative.  The question of developing further facilities offsite was 
considered in the EIR prepared for the UC LBNL Long Range Development 
Plan.  Based on that EIR, the Regents decided not to adopt an offsite alterna-
tive for the long range development of the Lab.  That decision of the Regents 
was upheld in Jones v. Regents (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818. 

GC-10 Attachment:  Map of "LBNL with Extent of Caldera" The extent of the caldera shown on the map approximately coincides with the 
mapped contact of the Great Valley Sequence and overlying younger Orinda 
Formation (sedimentary) and Moraga Formation (volcanic) bedrock units. This 
contact has been generally characterized by previous researchers and consult-
ants as a fault. The contact has been directly observed at multiple locations at 
LBNL (e.g. in trenches near Buildings 62 and 66 and, more recently, in the 
excavation cut east of the Guest House). The referenced map suggests that this 
contact may actually be the edge of a collapsed caldera, a hypothesis that ap-
pears to be unsupported by and inconsistent with onsite observations.  Please 
see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main 
Hill Site. 

GC-11 Attachment:  Section of Caldera The section presented on the attachment shows a deep bowl-shaped feature 
labeled as “volcanic rock” underlying most of LBNL and all of the Lawrence 
Hall of Science.  Pease see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underly-
ing the LBNL Main Hill Site.   

GC-12 Attachment:  "Garniss Curtis, Professor Emeritus, Earth and Planetary Sci-
ences, UCB": 

The initial geotechnical investigation of the Building 25/25B site undertaken 
by Alan Kropp and Associates found that the northern portion of the site is 
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The soil profiles obtained by Lettis from shallow trenches around Building 
25 revealed expansive soils that soak up water during wet seasons and would 
be subject to sliding during a major earthquake. (Lettis, Appendix Plates 2 & 
3 attached here) The trenches also revealed isolated blocks of andesite (vol-
canic stone) 10 and more feet in length and 4 feet in diameter. Elsewhere in 
the Berkeley area are large pieces of andesite 10 feet in width and 30 feet in 
thickness. These are all randomly oriented. All of these are in a matrix of 
clay-rich sedments, sometimes horizontally bedded, often, though, in con-
torted beds, and some piled on top of each other. For example, in a small 
quarry a few hundred feet north of LaLoma Avenue, these blocks show 
deformation from the differential pressure they were under from deep bur-
ial. The Orinda Formation is named for outcrops near Orinda, beautifully 
exposed on the east side of Caldecott Tunnel. The consultants' reports label 
almost any sandy and pebbly beds as Orinda Formation. There is no Orinda 
Formation in the caldera. The formation is older than the volcano. Lettis 
and Associates separate some units and identify formations which, on Griz-
zly Peak Boulevard may easily be identified as the Orinda and Moraga For-
mations. Lettis and Associates, however, identify any sandy beds exposed at 
the surface or in bore holes as Moraga Formation. This sandy material is 
missing, however, in the Moraga Formation found along the road to Red-
wood Canyon. The Moraga thrust fault at the base of the Moraga andesite 
flows is well exposed there. 

located on bedrock and the southern portion of the site is located on soils 
which are not highly expansive.  Additionally, investigations of surrounding 
sites indicated that soils in the area were generally of low to moderate expan-
siveness.  Subsequent supplemental geotechnical investigation reports finalized 
by Kropp in May 2010 confirmed that soils under the roadway proposed for 
widening west of Building 25/25B are not highly expansive, but found that 
soils under the proposed utility plant are highly expansive.  The Final Geo-
technical Investigation Report Supplements of May 2010 make recommenda-
tions to account for these concerns regarding the presence of expansive soils in 
the area of the roadway widening and the utility plant.  The Geotechnical In-
vestigation report for the GPL includes geotechnical recommendations that 
account for the possibility that expansive soils may be present in certain areas 
beneath the GPL site.  These recommendations would be implemented in the 
design of the GPL, and its utility plant and other improvements associated 
with the GPL planned facility. 
 
Please note that the Draft EIR has been revised to include details of the now 
finalized Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation for Building 25/25B.  Please 
refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 
 
Additionally, the suggestion that “there is no Orinda Formation” in the area 
Dr. Curtis maps as the caldera generally contradicts: (1) decades of investigative 
studies by multiple researchers and consultants working at LBNL; (2) regional 
geologic maps published by the USGS and others.  Regarding comments per-
taining to geologic conditions elsewhere, please see Master Response 1, Geo-
logical Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.   

GC-13 Attachment:  "Garniss Curtis" (cont.): 
 
None of the reports done for this EIR contain a reputable geologic map of 
the LBNL area. 

The geologic maps presented in the 2006 and 2010 AKA reports were prepared 
by the engineering geologic consultant firm William Lettis & Associates, Inc. 
(WLA), which was recently acquired and is now Fugro William Lettis & Asso-
ciates, Inc. (FWLA).  The geologic investigations conducted by WLA/FWLA 
in relation to the HWHF were managed, signed, and stamped by a California-
registered Certified Engineering Geologist who is currently a Principal with 
the firm.  All WLA/FWLA technical personnel that work on LBNL projects 
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have advanced degrees and years of experience in their specialty areas, 
FWLA/WLA is generally considered to be among the few top-tier engineering 
geologic consulting firms in the Bay Area and routinely works on projects 
throughout the region as well as nationally and worldwide. 

GC-14 More investigation of areas outside the Lab site might have alerted the con-
sultants that the LBNL area is geologically different from any other area in 
the Berkeley Hills. It is bounded on the east by the Wildcat Fault and on the 
west by an arcuate contact between Upper Cretaceous Great Valley Se-
quence, well bedded shales and thin sandstone beds, all of which dip west-
ward at about thirty degrees. (See Transcript and its figures) The boundary 
has been named the "Chicken Creek Fault"; it is probably not a fault as it 
approximately makes an arc starting at the Wildcat Fault immediately south 
of the Botanical Gardens and swinging around to meet the Wildcat Fault 
crossing Shasta Road not far uphill from the Brazilian Room. We identify 
this contact as the margin of a caldera which collapsed after a large eruption 
evacuated the magma chamber under the volcano. In fact we think we have 
identified a large welded ash flow that poured out of this magma chamber to 
the west of the Hayward Fault. It has the same age (10 million years) and 
mineral composition as a rhyolite tuff exposed in the center of Moraga vol-
canics along Grizzly Peak Boulevard and at the southern end of the Moraga 
Formation at the type locality. The collapsed volcanic rocks that fell and 
slid into the caldera were subsequently buried by sediments and volcanic 
ash. Many voids between the piles of blocks and andesite collected ground 
water, recently tapped by wells drilled by Lennert and Shively. Lennert told 
me that over a period of ten years, 14 to 16 million gallons of water were 
pumped out. (See Lennert Letter of 1987). 

The commenter provides interpretations and opinions that are generally un-
supported by corroborating data.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological 
Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site, and Response to comment 
G-11. 
 
The comment pertaining to groundwater pumping is noted.  

 

The US Geological Survey predicts a major earthquake of magnitude 6.7 or 
greater will occur on the northern section of the Hayward Fault with a 62% 
probability before 2032. The great earthquake of 1868 broke along the 
southern part and extended almost to the campus of UC. The Hayward 
Fault runs along the west margin of LBNL so that there will be severe 
ground-shaking in this area. Consider the damage caused to the Bay Bridge 
and Cyprus Ramp from the Loma Prieto quake in 1989, whose epicenter 

The USGS considers the probability of at least one magnitude 6.7 or larger 
earthquake occurring on the Hayward fault before 2037 to be 31 percent. The 
probability of at least one magnitude 6.7 or larger earthquake occurring any-
where within the San Francisco Bay Region before 2037 is 63 percent. The 
1868 earthquake occurred on the southern segment of the Hayward fault and 
did not extend as far north as Montclair. 
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was 50 miles away. Should the northern Hayward Fault undergo a compa-
rably large failure with an epicenter, say, 7 miles from LBNL, the force 
would be 50 times that which struck the Bridge and Ramp in 1989. The 
sediments collected in the caldera are not suitable material upon which to 
build. A major earthquake during a wet period could lead to landslides in 
caldera soft sedimentary rocks and the collapse of the west wall of the cal-
dera with its stratified cretaceous shales dipping westward toward dormito-
ries and houses. Measurements show that the Hayward Fault is creeping 
right laterally about 0.5 cm per year while the east side of the fault is rising 
0.5 cm per year, becoming more unstable. Sooner or later this cretaceous 
wall will slide, taking with it most of LBNL. The imminent earthquake of 
the Northern Hayward Fault might trigger it. 

UC LBNL recognizes the hazard associated with strong ground shaking; as 
discussed in Chapter 4.5 of the Draft EIR, the GPL and Building 85/85A pro-
jects will be designed and constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
the California Building Code and UC Seismic Policy. 
 
For responses to comments pertaining to the caldera and westward-dipping 
beds west of the caldera, please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site, and Response to Comment GC-11.  
 
The commenter’s opinion that there will be a slide that will “take with it most 
of LBNL” is unsupported by geologic data.  Notably, there is no evidence that 
large-scale landsliding has occurred in this area over the past tens of thousands 
of years, during which time hundreds of large earthquakes would have oc-
curred along this portion of the Hayward fault.  Please see Master Response 1, 
Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

GC-15 Attachment:  Appendix C-2A, Lettis Plate 2 The comment is noted. 

GC-16 Attachment:  Appendix C-2A, Lettis Plate 3 The comment is noted. 

GC-17 Attachment:  Letter from Lennert and Associates to Gaetano P. Russo, UC 
Dept. of Facilities Management, dated 27 August 1979. Subject: Hill Area 
Dewatering Program [refer to letter for full text] 

This attachment describes geologic conditions encountered during the drilling 
of Horizontal Drain 789-A.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Condi-
tions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.  For a discussion of springs at the 
LBNL main hill site, please see response to Comment CMTW-9. 

GC-18 Attachment:  Letter from Lennert and Associates to Gaetano P. Russo, UC 
Dept. of Facilities Management, dated 28 May 1980. Subject: Slide at Cen-
tennial Drive Overpass - Progress Report. [refer to letter for full text] 

The attached letter does not address the adequacy of the Seismic Phase 2 EIR.  
Please refer to the Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the 
LBNL Main Hill Site, and responses to comments GC-4 and  GC-5. 

GC-19 Attachment:  Letter from Lennert and Associates to Gaetano P. Russo, UC 
Dept. of Facilities Management, dated 10 September 1980. Subject: Hill Area 
Stabilization Program. [refer to letter for full text] 

The attached letter does not address the adequacy of the Seismic Phase 2 EIR.  
Please refer to the Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the 
LBNL Main Hill Site, and responses to comments GC-4 and  GC-5. 

GC-20 Attachment:  Letter from Ben J. Lennert to Gene B. Cross, Assistant Vice 
Chancellor, Dept. of Facilities Management, UC Berkeley, dated 30 June 
1987. [refer to letter for full text] 

The attached letter does not address the adequacy of the Seismic Phase 2 EIR.  
Please refer to the Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the 
LBNL Main Hill Site, and responses to comments GC-4 and  GC-5.The com-
ment is noted. 
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GC-21 Attachment:  "Questions from the Appendices": 

 
Where are the specific reports, in January in draft form, mentioned in 4.5 p. 
18? 

Final geotechnical investigation reports for Building 25/25B and Building 
85/85A were completed in April 2010 and will be made available to the public 
with the Final EIR. 

GC-22 Attachment:  "Questions" (cont.): 
 
Where is Alan Kropp 2009, mentioned in the Wm Lettis report on Bldg 25 
but not included? 

Geotechnical reports prepared by Alan Kropp Associates for the proposed 
project will be made publicly available with the Final EIR. 

GC-23 Attachment:  "Questions" (cont.): 
 
Alan Kropp 2007 (Bldg 85) advised tiebacks and drilled piers to strengthen 
Building 85.  These would simply increase the number already there, drilled 
into claystone and siltstone, not bedrock. The consultants warn, moreover, 
of landslides in this area, especially seismically-induced. They found slumps 
and instability within mixed landslide deposits. See especially the charts on 
page 26 (2006A) where the stability is analyzed and fails under certain condi-
tions. 

There are currently no tiebacks at Building 85/85A. The claystone and silt-
stone referred to by the commenter are of the Orinda Formation, the in-place 
bedrock formation that exists beneath most of the LBNL facility. The charts 
(tables) referred to by the commenter relate to the upcanyon-downcanyon 
landslide that exists east of Building 85/85A; this landslide does extend beneath 
either building.  

GC-24 Attachment:  "Questions" (cont.): 
 
The hazards to be mitigated. 
 
4.5-19 "The proposed project would not expose people or structures to po-
tential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving landslides." Rather than suggest mitigation measures, the report 
promises more specific investigations. The trenches were too shallow to 
show anything save the presence of large volcanic rocks in a clay matrix, the 
sign of the caldera. 

Trenches excavated for the GPL and Building 85/85A projects exposed vol-
canic rocks in depositional contact with underlying older sedimentary rocks.  
This structural relationship is entirely consistent with geologic interpretations 
developed by researchers and LBNL consultants extending back more than 100 
years (to Andrew Lawson and Charles Palache, 1900-1901). The interpretation 
that the GPL and Building 85/85A sites are with a volcanic caldera where the 
Orinda Formation is not present is unsubstantiated and is in direct conflict 
with onsite geologic observations, borings and other site-specific data devel-
oped over the past 100+ years.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Con-
ditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

GC-25 Attachment:  "Questions" (cont.): 
 
4.5-p. 24 Expansive soil. 2006 EIR determined soil was not expansive save in 
southern part of LBNL site, which includes Bldg. 85/85/A. Alan Kropp 
2006A (for Bldg 86, between 83 and 85 and for 85) shows Atterberg Limits 
far exceeding those of non-expansive material. 

Expansive soils are pervasive throughout much of the Bay Area and not unique 
to LBNL (Expansive soils shrink and swell in response to changes in soil mois-
ture and have the potential to cause damage to improvements that are sup-
ported directly upon them).  In the Bay Area, this seasonal zone of significant 
moisture change typically extends several feet below the ground surface.  Slope 
stability concerns associated with expansive soils are mostly confined to a near-
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surface zone that is subject to cycles of wetting and drying.  Building 85/85A 
are constructed on engineered fill pads and there is little potential for there to 
be significantly expansive soil directly beneath either building.  As discussed in 
Chapter 4.5 of the Draft EIR, if expansive soils are present under Building 
85/85A, the original below-grade, building foundation type (i.e. drilled piers) 
reduces risks associated with expansive soils.   

GC-26 Attachment:  "Questions" (cont.): 
 
Atterberg Limits were not cited for Bldg. 25 area. What are they? 

Please see response to Comment GC-12.  Two samples were taken for soils 
under the roadway proposed for widening west of Building 25/25B.  Atterberg 
testing found a plasticity of 22 and 25 respectively, which indicates soils are not 
highly expansive.  Additionally two samples were taken for soils under the 
proposed utility plant.  Atterberg testing found a plasticity of 56 and 46 respec-
tively, which indicates soils are highly expansive at this particular location.  
However, as discussed above in response to Comment GC-12, slope stability 
concerns associated with expansive soils are mostly confined to a near-surface 
zone that is subject to cycles of wetting and drying.  The Final Geotechnical 
Investigation Report Supplements of May 2010 make recommendations to 
account for these concerns.  These recommendations would be implemented in 
the design of the GPL, its utility plant, and other improvements associated 
with the GPL planned facility. 

GC-27 Attachment:  "Questions" (cont.): 
 
Without consideration of the caldera and the past evidence of its instability, 
(the landslides of 1974 and the later problems of dewatering the hill during 
small seismic events: Lennert September 1980), these consulting reports and 
the mitigation suggestions are dangerously inadequate. 

Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 

JMP-1-1 The proposed Project entitled: “Seismic Life Safety, Modernization, and 
Replacement of General Purpose Buildings, Phase 2 is intended to seismi-
cally strengthen an existing structure (Bldg. 85), and construct a 43,000 gross 
square foot General Purpose Laboratory (GPL) located at the Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory. 
 
Indeed, it is timely to focus on seismic issues given the nature of the steep 
hilly terrain webbed with a dozen historic strike-slip faults that splay to the 

UC LBNL is always careful to focus on the geotechnical characteristics of 
every site it proposes to construct on.  In regard to the commenter's assertion 
about a dozen “historic strike-slip faults that splay to the nearby creeping 
Hayward Fault Zone,” it should be noted that any faults that may exist outside 
of the official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (AP Zone) are not consid-
ered to be “active faults” (earthquake fault rupture most commonly occurs 
among faults that are considered to be active).  The AP zone is located west of 
Building 50 and very few LBNL buildings exist within that zone (most nota-
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nearby creeping Hayward Fault Zone.  it is admirable that the consultants 
provided clear and well-done images for this proposal, and more impor-
tantly for frameworking newer knowledges for future planning for the 
LBNL. 

bly, Buildings 65 and 88).  The principal planning and design issues affecting 
buildings outside of the AP Zone relate to strong groundshaking and not fault 
rupture potential. 

JMP-1-2 However, to strengthen just ONE building, build a new building and de-
stroy some trailers does not make the remaining buildings safer. 

The comment is noted.  The proposed Project is not intended to seismically 
upgrade every building at the LBNL main hill site.  The Project scope is ap-
propriate to meet the stated project objectives.  Please see Draft EIR pages I-4 
and I-5 for Project Objectives. 

JMP-1-3 While it is a 'good thing' to provide seismically safe modem life science re-
search space at the Berkeley Oakland hilly terrain land of the University of 
California is not at all reasonable - it is experimental.  It is an experiment in 
human safety. 

Construction will be performed in accordance with the California Building 
Code and University of California Seismic Safety Policy.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill 
Site. 

JMP-1-4 Had the founder of the Radiation Laboratory, the Nobel Prized scientist, 
Ernest Orlando Lawrence (1901-1958) lived longer, he likely would have 
steered the course of the Lab to develop a world-class research campus at the 
flat more stable land of the Richmond Field Station. 
 
The story is that Lawrence built the cyclotron east of classrooms and resi-
dences in virgin hills where people rarely went so as to absorb the escaping 
radiation-thus protecting human safety.  It can be argued that it was never 
his intention to populate the Radiation Laboratory with more facilities, 
bringing more scientists, students, and support staff etc. near his radioactive 
experiment.  He had tried to keep the campus community safer by moving 
his new experiments up into the hills.  Dr. Lawrence was 58 years young 
when he died; some say from radiation harm. 

The comment is noted.  The University respectfully disagrees with the Com-
menter's assertion about Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Labora-
tory's founder.  Ernest Orlando Lawrence is internationally recognized as one 
of the founders of interdisciplinary science, and Berkeley Lab is where he pio-
neered this concept.  Accordingly, he spoke and wrote extensively about, and 
acted in his capacity as Lab Director upon, his conviction that the Berkeley 
Laboratory should be populated with researchers and research programs from 
a wide variety of scientific disciplines.  In particular, he wanted biologists and a 
broad range of other types of researchers to work side-by-side with physicists.  
UC LBNL continues to develop in accordance with E.O. Lawrence's original 
vision.   

JMP-1-5 Just imagine constructing a planned research park at Richmond?  The Uni-
versity's Mission Bay campus serves as a flat land prototype--with much 
space for expansion and for nearby businesses development. 
 
Today, with the costly engineering to build, restore and modify existing 
facilities to meet current seismic safety guidelines, it would be prudent to 
change the Long Range Development Plan for upwards of 15 new buildings 
starting with the General Purpose Laboratory to site such at the Richmond 

The question of developing further facilities offsite was considered in the EIR 
prepared for the UC LBNL Long Range Development Plan.  Based on that 
EIR, the Regents decided not to adopt an offsite alternative for the long range 
development of the Lab.  That decision of the Regents was upheld in Jones v. 
Regents (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818.  
 
With respect to the Seismic Phase II project, off-site alternatives to the pro-
posed Project, including a Richmond Field Station alternative, were evaluated 



L A W R E N C E  B E R K E L E Y  N A T I O N A L  L A B O R A T O R Y  

S E I S M I C  P H A S E  2  F I N A L  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  
 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MATRIX 

5-271 

 

Comment  
ID Comment Response 

Field Station. in the Draft EIR at pages 5-1 through 5-36. 

JMP-1-6 Had, Dr. Lawrence known that the scattered building which constitute the 
National Lab would be built there and then named for him, Dr. Lawrence 
might scream, “Do not take my name in vain!” 

See Response to Comment JMP 1-4. 

JMP-1-7 The entity of the current Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory can do 
better than patch-up disparate pieces.  Make a new campus in a far safer 
zone--both geologically at less seismic threat and for public safety personnel 
to be enabled to manage a buffer zone perimeter far away from residences in 
the event of criminal behaviours.  

The comment is noted.  Geological and seismic issues are analyzed in Draft 
EIR section 4.5, Geology and Soils, specifically pages 4.5-9 through 4.5-26, and 
in the Master Response on Geology.  Fire and security-related impacts are ana-
lyzed in Draft EIR pages 4.11-8 and 4.11-9.   

JMP-1-8 Where does LBNL stand on the Homeland Security list? Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-9 Excluding Chevron facilities, where does the Richmond Field Station stand 
on the list? 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-10 What is the potential projection for intentional destructive acts at present at 
LBNL? 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-11 What elements are used to make such a judgement of no change? Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-12 Who in DOE has made the decision that adding more and more hi profile 
physics advanced technology facilities with more employees, more deliveries 
does not “up the ante” for targeting the proposed facility for a man-made 
destructive act? 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-13 One by one constructing new projects, impact by impact, the threat to the 
security of the people working on the LBNL site and people living and 
working close by increases doesn't it? 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-14 One by one, each 'new' facility designed and constructed at LBNL is widely 
publicized, packaged, and metaphorically ‘sold.’  We would be wise to re-
spect the advice of geologists on threats from natural forces-seismic, fire, 
extreme weather of rain or upsurges of geologic water, land and mudslides 
and even killer heat waves. 

Please see response to Comment JMP-1-7, above.  The Draft EIR provides 
analysis of issues related to seismicity (Section 4.5), hydrology (Section 4.8) on 
pages 4.8-16 through 4.8-33, and fire and other reasonably foreseeable hazards 
(Sections 4.7 on pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-35 and 4.11 on page 4.11-8).  Pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, the Draft EIR does not analyze potential 
events or conditions that are too speculative for evaluation, such as the Com-
menter's assertion about “upsurges of geologic water” and “killer heat waves.”  

JMP-1-15 We would be wise to learn about the potential threats from intentional de- Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 
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structive acts by humans that our law enforcement leaders KNOW they 
may have to respond to.   
 
Would it be prudent to seriously asked local law enforcement leaders on 
how they would manage to control a destructive act at the Lab? Or a series 
in tandem? 

JMP-1-16 Creating a new campus site for LBNL much like UC Mission Bay in SF for 
medical and scientific research with a very wide protective perimeter would 
be a safer place to build out the 1 million square feet of new development 
described by Lab planners in the LRDP. Such would be seismically safer. 

The comment is noted.  Please see Draft EIR Chapter 5, pages 5-1 through 5-
36, for the alternatives -- including off-site alternatives -- that were analyzed for 
the proposed Project.  Seismic issues are also analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
pages 4.5-9 through 4.5-25. 

JMP-1-17 It could be planned in collaboration with law enforcement leaders who are 
well aware of the “law enforcement nightmare” that is posed by the few 
narrow roads serving 3 Lab. entrances.  Inside, the Lab facilities are scattered 
on the landslide-prone terrain of Strawberry Canyon. 

The comment is noted.  Please see responses to Comments JMP-1-14 and JMP-
1-16, above. See also analysis of police services, pages 4.11-4 through 4.11-5.  

JMP-1-18 Should mud cover the road, trees or the Western Power towers fall, the 
limited access, egress. from the North, South and East areas would likely 
have to be made on foot by public safety workers. And a firestorm? 

Please see Draft EIR analysis of seismic, landslide, liquefaction, and soil stabil-
ity issues in section 4.5, pages 4.5-9 through 4.5-25.  Draft EIR discussion of 
potential wildland fires and impacts to fire protection services are included in 
Section 4.7, pages 4.7-22 and 4.7-34 through 4.7-35, and Section 4.11, page 4.11-
8. 

JMP-1-19 Publicity can be a 'double-edged sword'. Human intentional destructive acts 
do select target of laboratories, universities and government facilities to do 
harm that overflows to residential neighborhoods, children's museums and 
schools as well as harms scientists, support staff, and even First responders. 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-20 Wouldn't developing a NEW secure site accessible from the Bay Trail on 
foot or bicycle, a 10 minute ride from the main UC Campus or El Cerrito 
BART by shuttle, with other nearby public transit and acres of parking 
spaces solve a number of gripes that scientists express? Wouldn't they be 
more tranquil and feel safer to pursue their work? 

The comment is noted.  Please see Draft EIR Chapter 5, pages 5-1 through 5-
36, for the alternatives -- including off-site alternatives -- that were analyzed for 
the proposed Project. 

JMP-1-21 Would it be reasonable to design a new Lawrence National Laboratory with 
a LARGE PERIMETER that could be contained by law enforcement and 
other public safety personnel in the event of an intentional destructive act 
underway? 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 
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JMP-1-22 One could imagine that Ernest Lawrence, Andrew Lawson (1861-1952), the 

founder of the San Andreas Fault and even Glenn Seaborg (1912-1999) No-
bel scientist and a major figure in expanding the Lab would be most 
pleased!!! 

See Response to Comment JMP 1-4. 

JMP-1-23 Crime drama scenarios with an array of 'blueprints' on destroying high tech 
facilities abound on nightly television and in computer games. Workplace 
violence at labs and universities is highlighted by news commentators every 
month. 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-24 Although the narrative implies that present projects within LBNL on Uni-
versity of California land is within a secure site at present, public safety ex-
perts, criminologists and ordinary citizens who know the lay of the land of 
the steep Berkeley/Oakland hills, can easily see from their homes or even 
from a bus or car window that LBNL has no buffer zone for security of the 
facility. 
 
It has a fence that anyone can crawl under, residential neighbors and a 
patchwork of security systems at various buildings. This proposed project 
will not be reasonably protected from Intentional Destructive Acts by hu-
mans more than any other building at the Lab. For another project, a de-
scription of a fence and controlled access at 3 entry gates with key and key-
pad for entry to the project site in the context of the existing security system 
in place is justified as 'secure' yet we know such an assertion is untrue; for 
years our exploring children short-cut their way through the Lab as they go 
uphill to the Lawrence Science Museum. 

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 

JMP-1-25 We would all be wise to respect the land and groundwater, the faults that are 
expected by scientists to be faulting and to seek alternative sites to construct 
experimental laboratories in secure flat land with a wide buffer zone to pro-
tect the public from accidental and intentional releases of radioactive and 
toxic emissions. 

The Draft EIR includes analyses of issues related to land use (Section 4.9, pages 
4.9-9 through 4.9-15), groundwater (Section 4.8, pages 4.8-20 through 4.8-21 
and pages 4.8-27 through 4.8-28), seismicity (Section 4.5, pages 4.5-9 through 
4.5-19), hazards and hazardous emissions (Section 4.7, pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-
22 and 4.7-24 through 4.7-32 ), police protective services (Section 4.11, pages 
4.11-4 through 4.11-5 and page 4.11-9), and alternatives (Chapter 5). 

JMP-1-26 Creating a new campus site for LBNL much like UC Mission Bay in SF for 
medical and scientific research with a very wide protective perimeter would 
be a far safer place to build out the 1 million square feet of new development 

Please see Draft EIR Chapter 5, pages 5-1 through 5-36,  for analysis of alterna-
tives, including off-site alternatives.  Please see Draft EIR Section 4.7, pages 4.7-
24 through 4.7-36, for analysis of hazards and Section 4.11, page 4.11-9, for 
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described by Lab planners in the LRDP. analysis of police protective services.  It should be noted that, with the inclu-
sion of demolition and infill development, LBNL's 2006 Long Range Devel-
opment Plan EIR projects a net increase in approximately 660,000 gross square 
feet over the 20-year planning period. 

JMP-1-27 Experiments in physics are worthwhile, beneficial and deserving of safe fa-
cilities for scientists, visiting scholars, students and support staff to work in. 
Please honor Dr. Lawrence's legacy! 

The comment is noted.  Please see response to Comment JMP-1-4, above. 

JMP-2-1 This letter is a duplicate of JMP-1 Responses to comments JMP-1-1 through JMP-1-27 apply equally to Comment 
letter JMP-2. 

BR-1 Comments on D.E.I.R., Seismic Life Safety, Modernization, and Replace-
ment of General Purpose Buildings, Phase 2. 
 
Thank you for sending me a copy of the report.  It is a large thick docu-
ment, but nicely done.  It would be an impossibility to comment on the 
document without having it in hand, so I do thank you for that. 

The comment is noted. 

BR-2 In the future I think that it is imperative that you order copies enough for 
all interested and affected citizens.  Also, I personally received a letter in-
forming me of both the document and the public comment session, and that 
was helpful.  I do wonder how many of these letters were sent out, and 
whether this information was available widely, or only to a few of us who 
had previously commented on other LBNL projects. 

In keeping with current UC LBNL practices and in accordance with CEQA, 
the University makes its Berkeley Lab EIRs available in the following ways:  
Notices of Availability are sent to a large mailing list of concerned agencies, 
groups, neighbors, and citizens.  The State Clearinghouse is provided with 
information to post as well as several EIR copies for State and Regional agen-
cies.  Advertisements are typically run in local newspapers.  Any member of 
the public who requests one is immediately mailed a CD version of the EIR.  
In addition, two EIR hard copies are posted in the Berkeley public library, and 
an electronic version is posted on the Lab's website for viewing or download-
ing.  In addition, consistent with UC practice, Draft EIRs are presented and 
described in public hearings, where any interested member of the public may 
attend and offer comments that will be recorded and responded to in the Final 
EIR. 

BR-3 Also: If this document is only a CEQA document, how will citizens be able 
to comment on the NEPA document?  Please forward to me the NEPA 
document as it becomes available.  p.1-2 
 
I also request a copy of the final EIR for this project.  p.1-4 

When the Department of Energy (DOE) completes its Draft EA, it will make 
it available for public review.  The University will notify DOE that the Com-
menter requests to receive the EA.  The University also notes that the Com-
menter requests to receive a copy of the Final EIR, and a copy will be pro-
vided. 
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BR-4 Perhaps what is called for in the way of Draft E.I.R. comments are specific 

questions such as: 
 
The map on p. 3-4 shows the buildings of the LBNL but it fails to show any 
part of Berkeley that citizens may be familiar with, because all of the area 
shown is off-limits to us.  Is Blackberry Gate the one at the top of Hearst 
Avenue?  Could Hearst Avenue and Centennial Drive please be labelled?  
“Old Town” is mentioned in the text, but it is not labelled on the map. 

The comment is noted.  Figure 3-2 of the DEIR will be revised to show labels 
for Centennial Drive, which leads to the Strawberry Gate, and Cyclotron 
Road/Hearst Avenue, which leads to the Blackberry Gate.   
 
On pages 2-1 and 3-6, the DEIR states that Old Town is located at the center of 
the LBNL main hill site, and its precise location is shown on Figure 4.0-1 of 
the DEIR.  Figure 3-2, entitled Project Components, shows only components 
of the proposed Seismic Phase 2 project.  As other Old Town structures are 
approved for demolition as part of a separate, concurrent project at LBNL and 
as their demolition is not a component of the proposed Seismic Phase 2 pro-
ject, they are not shown on Figure 3-2. 

BR-5 Instead, again and again as I read your Draft E.I.R., I am compelled to say 
only that: 
 
No further construction should take place upon the Hill. 

The comment is noted; however, this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

BR-6 The Regents are scheduled to consider the Final E.I.R. and they will have 
the document in hand for 10 days prior to their decision.  This is hard for 
me to understand. 

The Regents will have the Final EIR and other materials related to the EIR and 
the Project at least ten days in advance of meeting to consider the project.  The 
ten days listed is the minimum amount of time recommended under CEQA 
for the public and other agencies to have access to the Final EIR and responses 
to comments prior to The Regents' meeting. 

BR-7 Will the Final E.I.R. be available to me by that time?  Will our public com-
ments be included in the Final E.I.R. or will they just be summarized as 
they were on p. 2-2.C, “Areas of Controversy”. 

The comment asks whether the Final EIR will be available to the public 10 
days prior to the Regents' meeting and whether public comments will be in-
cluded in the Final EIR. 
 
The Final EIR will be available on the LBNL Community Relations website as 
of Monday June 21, 2010.  Library copies of the Final EIR will also be available 
as of Friday June 25, 2010 ahead of the Regents' meeting on July 13, 2010. 

BR-8 This present Draft E.I.R. is an interesting document, an improvement over 
several previous LBNL EIRs.  The photographs and maps are clear, and the 
writing is well done.  That leads to the question of the total cost of prepar-
ing the document. 

The comment is noted.  The total cost of preparing the EIR includes work on 
the Final EIR, and cannot be known until after the Final EIR is completed.  
UC LBNL staff would be pleased to respond to this question after the Final 
EIR is prepared, if the commenter needs further information. 

BR-9 It has been said to me that copies of the report are too costly for distribution 
to the public.  But that is the purpose of it!  Surely the cost to prepare the 

Please see response to Comment BR-2, above.  The University and UC LBNL 
are committed to providing convenient public access to its CEQA documents 
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document far out-weighs the cost of the copies.  The Lab needs to provide 
copies in response to honest requests.  It is much too large and comprehen-
sive a document to be able to be reviewed in a limited library setting.  Look 
at the expense of providing copies this way:  The average worker preparing 
the document earns X dollars per hour.  We who are reviewing the docu-
ment and writing comments are similarly putting in an equal effort.  You do 
not pay us.  But you should at least contribute enough dollars to our efforts 
so that we can be provided with the document necessary for our work on it. 

while maintaining responsible stewardship of environmental and public re-
sources.  Accordingly, the University provides CDs, on-line access, and library 
copies of its CEQA documents to the public.  
 
The commenter was provided with a hard copy of the document, as noted in 
the introduction to his comments. 

BR-10 “The Project aims to provide seismically safe facilities … replacing the de-
molished space….  built to higher seismic safety standards” p1-1.A. 
 
The problem here is that the site chosen is basically NOT seismically safe.  
It is wishful thinking to believe that a structure, however new and wanted, 
will ever be actually 'seismically safe' when the Hayward fault ruptures.  
Your employees there will be given a false sense of security, but because of 
the location of the project, will actually still be in danger.  The other prob-
lem is that, in order to strive for seismic safety in a basically unsafe location, 
larger amounts of money will be required - and that is our money, our taxes 
that are being spent to engineer this building; more money than if the build-
ings were located in a safer area. 

The project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the re-
quirements of the California Building Code and UC Seismic Policy.  Addition-
ally, the recommendations of the expert geotechnical reports commissioned for 
the proposed project would be implemented.  As such, associate geologic risks 
would be less than significant.  See also Master Response 1, Geological Condi-
tions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site, and the analysis in the Draft EIR 
Geology and Soils Section, pages 4.5-16 through 4.5-26. 

BR-11 “Construction of the efficient new building will allow LBNL to vacate 
36,000 gsf. of off-site leased space”.  p.1-5 
 
The problem is that instead of moving Lab activities away from this unsta-
ble and unsuitable area, plans are being made to move yet more people and 
activities in.  This should not be done, in my opinion.  If an un-safe building 
needs to be demolished, then do so in a safe way, but do not build additional 
buildings, whether you consider them to be “replacement” buildings or not. 

The comment is noted; however, modifications to the proposed project now 
mean that fewer personnel would relocate to the main hill site from off-site 
locations.  Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.  Also, regarding geologic con-
ditions at LBNL, please see response to Comment GC-14 and Master Response 
1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

BR-12 Cumulative Impacts  p.2-9.F. 
 
The combination of projects listed for the LBNL site along with those listed 
for the U.C. Campus is staggering in both number and size.  As a citizen of 
Berkeley with some hope of being able to continue living here, it is clear 

The DEIR identifies the amount of development proposed under the LBNL 
2006 LRDP (page 4.9-3) and the UC 2020 LRDP (pages 4.9-6 and 4.9-7).  In 
conformance with CEQA, potential cumulative impacts related to this devel-
opment have been identified and duly analyzed throughout the DEIR.  No 
further response is necessary. 
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after reading these lists of projects that either quality of life will be seriously 
compromised, or that in a matter of time these two agencies will continue to 
encroach on previously privately-owned property like a huge tsunami until 
there is nothing else left: just a gigantic monolithic U.C./LBNL Complex 
from one end of the city to the other, and no one left to pay the sewage and 
infrastructure bills. 

BR-13 To say that “an additional number of vehicles may possibly create need for a 
traffic signal” is to completely miss the impacts of this enormous building 
frenzy. 

As described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, the proposed project as modified 
would result in only a negligible increase in the average daily population 
(ADP) of the LBNL main hill site and no additional vehicle commute trips.  
Therefore the project would not contribute to significant, unavoidable traffic 
impacts at intersections on local roadways in the vicinity of LBNL. 

BR-14 I'm thinking that nowadays U.C. might better stand for the “University of 
Construction” or the “University of Cranes.”  Everywhere one goes, one is 
likely to find a construction fence along with a sign “No Pedestrian Access.”  
This is a great inconvenience to pedestrians, who then have to cross two 
additional streets to continue on their way.  These barricades seems [sic] to 
be erected in a quite off-hand manner.  Had the barrier been across a vehicle 
route, I'm sure arrangements would be made to accomodate the vehicles: 
not so with pedestrians.  The most egregious example of this is on Hearst 
Avenue, where a barrier to pedestrian access has been in place for years. 

The Seismic Phase 2 project does not propose any construction on local road-
ways in the vicinity of LBNL or UC Berkeley, including Hearst Avenue.  
However, concerns regarding impacts to pedestrian access during UC construc-
tion projects may be directed to the UC Berkeley Office of Local Government 
and Community Relations. 
 
200 California Hall, MC#1500 
University of California 
Berkeley, CA 94720-1500 
http://office.chancellor.berkeley.edu/gcr/local.shtml 

BR-15 It also blocks one lane of street traffic, and my observation has been that the 
blocked off area is used only to accommodate the personal vehicles of con-
struction workers, in other words, a parking lot.  Yet it is Hearst Avenue 
which is always designated as the route of choice for demolition and con-
struction materials for LBNL. 
 
I would like to see this matter of the blocked-off lanes and side walk on 
Hearst Avenue specifically addressed in your E.I.R. 

As noted in response to Comment BR-14, the Seismic Phase 2 project does not 
propose any construction on local roadways in the vicinity of LBNL or UC 
Berkeley, including Hearst Avenue.  However, concerns regarding impacts to 
pedestrian access during UC construction projects may be directed to the UC 
Berkeley Office of Local Government and Community Relations.  Please see 
response to Comment BR-14. 

BR-16 4.5 Geology and Soils 
 
Potential Project Impacts 4.5-16 
I have to disagree with your decision to label these projects as “less than 

The DEIR describes the soil condition as noted by the comment, and provides 
a description of how the condition is addressed through building foundation 
design, structural design, and slope stabilization techniques.  The design process 
is conducted by a team of structural engineers, geotechnical engineers, and 
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significant” as regarding the risks involved. 
 
Section 4.5-15 discusses the soil types (unstable), the slope of the land (30, 50, 
75% slopes), and the erosion (by which I suppose you mean 'landslide') po-
tential (highly susceptible).  From reading the soils analysis section I would 
think that the impact of buildings on this site would pose 'extremely high 
significance' risks.  I know this also from my own knowledge of the area 
surrounding the LBNL fence-line.  It almost seems like LBNL has not read 
its own report at all.  Perhaps there is a hope that no one notices that some 
crucial items have been deemed to be “unimportant.”  The manner in which 
Section 4.5-16 so casually dismisses very important matters, casts doubt on 
the verity of the entire Draft E.I.R. 

architects using the best available technology to reduce risks to acceptable lev-
els, as defined by the Uniform Building Code.  Demonstrated conformance 
with Code requirements reduces the impact to less than significant levels. 
 
See also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 

This opens up several possibilities for the inquiring citizen to ponder: 
 
1. If the Lab receives a major part of its funding from the tax-payers in one 
form or another, LBNL's cavalier assessment of the risks may stem from the 
belief that, should anything happen to the Lab from soil-creep, landslides, 
earthquakes and so on, that the tax-payers would pay for a re-build, or that 
the tax-paying citizens assume the risk for the LBNL management. 

The University respectfully disagrees with the statements in this comment.  
The EIR contains a detailed analysis of seismic safety issues, and includes miti-
gation measures to avoid associated significant impacts. Please see Chapter 4.5 
of the Draft EIR. 

BR-17 
 

2. The responsible administrators need to look at the fact that any new 
buildings, and any older buildings already on the site, might be destroyed 
and that it could mean the end of LBNL.  Because individual administrators 
would apparently not bear the risks of their unfortunate decisions to build 
on unsuitable locations, they are exposing tax-payers and the neighboring 
community to the risks, including the environmental hazards LBNL would 
leave behind, should the facility collapse or slide away downhill.  The ad-
ministrators who made the bad decisions could walk away free and move on 
to jobs elsewhere. 

Discussion and analysis of seismic and soil stability issues are included in Draft 
EIR Section 4.5, pages 4.5-16 through 4.5-26.  The proposed Project seeks to 
avoid the sorts of risks posed by the Commenter, as articulated in its Project 
Objectives discussion (Draft EIR pp. 1-4 and 1-5).  Moreover, the No Project 
Alternative would maintain “...the status quo, which keeps LBNL personnel in 
buildings that have a poor seismic rating exposing them to potential life safety 
hazards.  Building 85/85A is now known to be located on two ancient land-
slides.  These landslides are considered stable except possibly in the case of a 
severe earthquake, when they could move.  Under the No Project Alternative, 
Building 85/85A would continue to have risk of potential building damage in 
severe earthquakes.”  (Draft EIR p. 5-33).  
 
See also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 



L A W R E N C E  B E R K E L E Y  N A T I O N A L  L A B O R A T O R Y  

S E I S M I C  P H A S E  2  F I N A L  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  
 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MATRIX 

5-279 

 

Comment  
ID Comment Response 
BR-18 Sec 4.5-16.D.  4.5-9. 

There are known faults in our area.  We can certainly all expect some future 
shaking from more than one of them, but to continue to place major build-
ing projects so near to the Hayward Fault is completely irresponsible.  The 
likely-hood of extreme shaking, liquefaction, land-sliding and rupture is so 
great that the well-informed prudent person would designate the whole of 
steep Strawberry Canyon as a nature preserve.  This would also benefit the 
tens of thousands of students and faculty of the U.C.B. campus. 

Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, pages 4.5-16 to 4.5-26, for analysis of risks due 
to seismicity, liquefaction, landslides, and soil stability.  

BR-19 It seems that self-interest, along with lack of planning, has allowed individu-
als or groups to parcel off selected sites in Strawberry Canyon … because it 
is “close to the University campus and folks like to go back and forth eas-
ily.”  This arguement [sic] does not hold sway with the public at all. 

The source of the Commenter's quote is not clear, but it does not appear to be 
from the Project EIR.  Moreover, the proposed GPL is not located in Straw-
berry Canyon.  The comment is noted. 

BR-20 Sec. 4.5-8 addresses the issues of alternative practices very well: 
1. “Avoid construction on known faults or landslides…” 
2. “Discourage development on slopes…” 
3. “Utilize lands subject to severe seismic and geologic hazards for low in-

tensity park and recreational activities or open space.” 
4. “Not locate public facilities for human occupancy in fault zone areas...” 

The comment is noted.  No further response needed. 

BR-21 3-17.6 “Official State of California Earth-quake Induced Landslide Hazard 
zone:” 
“A system of below-grade pier foundations and tie-backs, and additional 
bracing and girders, metal casings and concrete…” is the engineering solution 
to the problem, but it overlooks the common-sense solution, which is not to 
build there. 

The comment is noted.  Analysis of a No Project Alternative is included in 
Draft EIR Chapter 5, pages 5-33 through 5-35. 

BR-22 Modern new buildings' and 'seismic strengthening' and 'vista corridors' and 
'food services' just make the situation worse.  No more building should be 
done on the Hill.  Buildings, as they become obsolete or hazardous should 
be removed or encased in place, working toward the goal of eventually re-
storing the hillside to its natural state.  A new type of thinking will be re-
quired. 

The comment is noted.  Please see LBNL's 2006 Long Range Development 
Plan (LRDP) and 2006 LRDP EIR for description and analysis of long-range 
planning and development at the LBNL main hill site. 
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BR-23 There is an honesty in this E.I.R. that was not present in some previous 

LBNL documents: Sec. 4.1-5 states: “LBNL is located on a steep hillside…” 
“the built environment is a result of ‘as-needed’ construction… pathways 
encroach on service areas… box-like grey metallic structures...” 

The comment is noted. 

BR-24 These descriptions should give LBNL itself pause. 
1. The first building was built to accommodate secret WWII project… 
2. Additional projects in ever-increasing amounts… 
3. Buildings erected in haphazard fashion… 
4. The real reason buildings are added is that it is close to campus. 
5. The land is owned by U.C. 
6. Science can attract funds. 
7. A combination of professors and their experiments; graduate students 

looking for experience with pay and leading to advanced degrees 
 
But the whole thing is based on a house of cards - the location is not suit-
able! 

The comment is noted.  Project locations are described in Draft EIR Chapter 3. 

BR-25 Fig. 3-5, an aerial view of Building 25 complex, though a lovely photograph, 
is scary in the extreme when it is then possible for an ordinary citizen to 
view the city that has been constructed up there in that canyon.  From 
WWII onward, construction apparently has just never stopped.  It is the 
ever-increasing number and size of the buildings that concerns me, ... 

The comment is noted.  The history, patterns, and future of general develop-
ment at LBNL are described and analyzed in the 2006 Long Range Develop-
ment Plan (LRDP) and 2006 LRDP EIR. 

BR-26 ... along with the contamination of the environment and the potentially 
hazardous nature of the experiments being carried on there.  The toxic leg-
acy of all this activity has left its mark on not only the soil of the LBNL, but 
on the ground-water and the surface water which is shared by all. 
 
Strawberry Creek drains the canyon but then flows thru the City of Berke-
ley and into the bay.  U.C. students doing projects in the creek are in-
structed to wear protective equipment before touching the water of the 
creek.  And yet the U.C. site was originally selected because of the abundant 
fresh-water springs suitable for drinking water!  What has happened up 
there? 

Please note that the recommendation by UC to wear protective clothing in 
Strawberry Creek is not due to toxic contaminants but to the potential pres-
ence of harmful microorganisms that may be present in all natural creeks. 
 
The UC publication “Enjoying Strawberry Creek Safely” states the following: 
”WATER QUALITY—SEWAGE AND OTHER POLLUTANTS - A variety 
of potentially harmful microorganisms (bacteria, viruses, and protozoa) can 
live in “natural” surface waters such as streams, lakes, and rivers. Even though 
the water may look clear and clean, some invisible microorganisms, such as 
Cryptosporidium and Giardia, may lurk there and cause illness in humans if 
swallowed.”   UC LBNL regularly monitors chemical constituents in creeks 
flowing offsite and the levels are not hazardous. These results are reported each 
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year in the Lab's Site Environmental Report. As for groundwater contamina-
tion, UC LBNL is cleaning up the groundwater under the regulatory authority 
of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control. The long-term goal 
is to restore all groundwater at the site to drinking water standards, if practica-
ble, even though the groundwater is not used as a source of drinking water. 
 
Please see Draft EIR Chapter 4.8 for an analysis of hydrology and water qual-
ity at the project site. 

BR-27 4.0-2  3.  “The proposed project would result in re-location of approximately 
100 U.C. L.B.N.L. personnel from a site on Potter Street to the L.B.N.L. 
main campus.” 
 
I believe that people should be re-located in the other direction: OFF the 
L.B.N.L. hill site. 

The comment is noted.  Please see Draft EIR Chapter 5, pages 5-25 through 5-
29, for discussion of off-site alternatives. 

BR-28 4.0-4 to 4.0-10.  Projects on the LBNL Site. 
These pages list the 15 major projects proposed or underway.   Each of these 
projects individually is huge, and the cumulative impact of them all is far in 
excess of the area's cumulative ability to bear them.  The cumulative impacts 
are 

too great for the city to bear; 
too great for the citizens and neighbors to bear; 
too great for the tax-payers ability to fund; 
too great for the area and type of site; and 
too great for the infrastructure, traffic, noise, dust, utilities, safety, 
sunlight, views, scenic vistas, land-fills and all else listed in your D.E.I.R. 

 
The cumulative impacts are immense.  They are not 'less than significant' in 
any way. 

The comment is noted.  The cumulative effects of the proposed project in 
combination with other reasonably foreseeable development in the surround-
ing area are analyzed in detail in Chapters 4.0 through 4.13 of the Draft EIR.  
As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR, no significant cumulative impacts 
were found. 
 
Additionally, please see the LBNL 2006 Long Range Development Plan 
(LRDP) and 2006 LRDP EIR for a description and analysis of possible growth 
under the 2006 LRDP. 

BR-29 The Phase II General Purpose Laboratory Project seems not to carry as 
many negative aspects as some of the other previously proposed LBNL pro-
jects.  However it represents yet another construction project and building 
cluster on the hillside.  In section after section the report statues “oh, we'll 
plant tress,” or “we'll cover the debris trucks” or “we will re-locate any 

The comment is noted.  Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 3, pages 3-21 to 3-23, 
and Sections 4.2, pages 4.2-12 through 4.2-16, and 4.7, pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-
20, for descriptions of potential toxins and other hazards associated with the 
General Purpose Lab; Section 4.5, pages 4.5-9 through 4.5-24, for discussion 
and analysis of slope stability; and Section 4.12, pages 4.12-14 through 4.12-22, 
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whipsnakes we find”, and that can lead the casual reader to believe that all is 
well on the hill.  But it is far from an acceptable outcome for the area and 
the citizenry as a whole.  The hillside already is much too congested for 
safety, being a large, quite possibly toxic experimental complex situated on a 
dangerous, steep, unstable hillside location.  Relocating a whipsnake or wet-
ting down construction dust sounds lovely, but it obscures the larger overall 
problem. 

for discussion of traffic circulation.  Please see also Master Response 1, Geo-
logical Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

BR-30 Addendum to my comments. 10 am 15 March 2010 
 
I have just called Mr. Mark Chekal-Bain, the Community Relations Direc-
tor at LBNL, to inquire about the best method to submit my comments, 
today being the due date… only to be informed that Mr. Checkal-Bain is no 
longer employed at the Lab, his last day being Friday. 
 
Yet it was he whose card is attached to my copy of the Draft EIR, and he, 
along with Mr. Jeff Philliber, who presided over the public comment period 
on Feb. 25.  As far as I know, no one has had any fore-warning about this 
change in personnel. 
 
I have had several questions answered by Mr. Chekal-Bain in the past, and I 
wonder if the answers I got from Mr. Chekal-Bain will still be valid.  So 
often in the past, when dealing with institutions, one employee will give one 
answer, while a subsequent person will deny knowledge of that and instead 
will come up with something quite different.  I hope that will not be the 
case at LBNL. 
 
This abrupt change in Community Relations Directorship just re-enforces 
my opinion that institutional employees come and go, and that their own 
priorities may take precedence over the long-term well-being of the com-
munity as a whole. 

The Community Relations function performed by the individual who previ-
ously staffed it continues to be carried out by UC LBNL's Public and Inter-
governmental Affairs Department.  This includes interactions with the public 
who are engaged in the Seismic Phase 2 Project CEQA process. 

JB-1 Dear Dr. Alivisatos: 
I am alarmed by LBNL's plan to put 660,000 more gsf of Lab buildings on 
top of a collapsed volcano (caldera). 

This comment does not directly reference the proposed project or the ade-
quacy of the EIR.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Under-
lying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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JB-2 Neither the caldera nor the slides of 1974, originating in a water-filled cavity 

of the caldera, are mentioned in the LRDP or the Seismic Safety 2 DEIR. 
Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 

JB-3 In the event of the predicted major earthquake on the Hayward Fault, Lab 
buildings may be destroyed, as well as take the lives of many who live and 
work below on the UC campus and in the community. 

Construction will be performed in accordance with the California Building 
Code and University of California Seismic Safety Policy.  Please see response 
to Comment GC-14.  Please see also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

JB-4 Also, the Hazardous Materials Facility (see DEIR), above the Botanical Gar-
den and Strawberry Creek, should be removed before the earthquake event. 

The comment is noted.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site, and also DEIR Section 1.D - Project 
Objectives. 

JB-5 The geology of LBNL's campus is extremely unstable, unfit for further con-
struction. 

Regarding the geology of the LBNL main hill site, please see Master Response 
1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site.  Only certain 
portions of LBNL are within the State-defined seismic hazards zones, and the 
investigations performed for the Building 85/85A seismic upgrade and GPL 
construction were conducted in strict accordance with applicable State regula-
tions and guidelines expressly designed to protect public safety.  All improve-
ments shall be in strict accordance with California Building Code and other 
applicable seismic regulations. 

PH-1 Title Page and opening presentations. 
During Jeff Philliber's presentation: 
* On pages 12, 13, 15 - an unidentified speaker had questions about the 
CEQA and NEPA processes. 
* On pages 15, 16 - Ms. Sihvola had questions about the NEPA process. 
 
Questions responded to by Mr. Philliber at that time (see Reporter's Tran-
script of Proceedings). 
 
During Mark Chekal-Bain's explanation of procedures: 
* On page 18 - an unidentified speaker had a question about the public hear-
ing procedures. 
 
Question responded to by Mr. Chekal-Bain at that time (see Reporter's 
Transcript of Proceedings). 

This comment is a transcription of introductions and general discussion at the 
February 25, 2009 public hearing.  This comment does not address environ-
mental issues or the adequacy of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 
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PH-2 My name is Susan Samson.  Although I come here as a 45-year Berkeley 

resident who has witnessed many changes in our community.  I come here 
primarily as a science advocate.  I am involved with the UCSF program.  I 
am here to address a critical issue between my role as an advocate striving to 
define the promises and transportation of the Genomics Medicine Initiative, 
how the seismic life-safety replacement of general purpose buildings can 
benefit the community and more effectively influence innovation in the life 
sciences. 
  
I actually bring to the table voices of many people who share the core belief 
that the Berkeley Academy of Sciences has boldness, vision and a sense of 
urgency.  Many have argued that the next century of scientific technological 
innovations will be most profound in life sciences, and, as Joe mentioned, 
bringing state-of-the-art measurement to address the critical problems of our 
time. 
 
LBNL holds a critical role in improving the research process for selected 
cancers and focuses on systems and biologic approaches to highlight mecha-
nisms that influence individual responses to therapies.  Powerful genotyping 
tools have allowed LBNL researchers to assemble information about gene 
abnormalities in breast cancer through genotyping tools that provide bio-
markers. 
 
Researchers will detect metastases from breast cancers before they are metas-
tasized.  This work contributes to all our well being, and LBNL must con-
tinue to take a leadership role.  However, although LBNL is poised to do 
great things in this emerging age of personalized medicine, it can only do so 
if its research needs are met. 
 
The new seismically-safe modern building will improve efficiency and con-
solidate functions and will create a lifestyle that will ultimately help, for 
example, or accelerate the understanding of the molecular basis of cancer 
through the application of geno-analysis technology.  I am pleased that the 

The comment introduces the speaker's background and expresses support for 
life science research work conducted at LBNL as well as for the proposed GPL.  
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, so no response is 
necessary. 
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serious consideration about how to address scientific and practical challenges 
including traffic impacts is beginning now.  I thank you for your attention. 

PH-3 Is there any way I can turn to address the audience?  There is about twenty 
of us back here.  I don't know what you look like, but I know what your 
back looks like.  And I would also like a place to rest my document, if pos-
sible. 
 
MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  The reason we do it this way is we are actually the 
agency, if you will. 
 
Put the microphone up and let her speak from there. 
 
MR. PHILLIBER:  If she speaks into the microphone everyone should hear. 
 
Put the microphone over there. 
 
MR. PHILLIBER:  We will make sure everyone can hear.  If you like we 
can hold the document for you. 
 
It is not a big deal.  This is our meeting, guys. 
 
MR. PHILLIBER:  We are going to go ahead and continue.  This is the way 
we always do it.  We are the audience. 
 
MR. CHEKAL-BAIN:  We are going to go forward. 

The commenter asks if she can face the members of the public to speak, but 
Mr. Chekal-Bain explains she needs to address the lead agency.  The com-
menter then remarks on the placement of the microphone.  This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

PH-4 Well, first I want to thank you for your document I received.  It is, indeed, a 
beautiful document.  I don't know how many of you have seen this.  One of 
my concerns is whether the people that really would be interested in this or 
affected by this would be aware that this meeting is taking place and there is 
documents available.  So thank you for listening. 

The comment is noted.  No further response is necessary. 

PH-5 And then to address the subject matter of the document, I would say LBNL 
wants to put more buildings up in Strawberry Canyon, and the fact that it is 
a canyon should give you folks pause because it is not the place that you 

Please refer to Draft EIR Figures 3-5 (Aerial View of Building 25 Complex) and 
3-6 (GPL at Building 25 Site).  This aerial photograph and contour map show 
that the proposed GPL site is relatively flat and not at all “steeply sloped.” 
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want to put a lot of buildings.  A canyon really implies steepness, which you 
have up there, 

PH-6 ... and we know that not only is the Hayward fault nearby, but it is very -- a 
lot of landslides have happened, and they are going to be happening. 

Please see response to Comment GC-14 and Master Response 1, Geological 
Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

PH-7 And then to avoid that in order to build the building that has a chance of 
being safe up there you are pouring a lot of money into reinforcing the 
foundation, which is basically taxpayer money.  So we might better be 
spending it on reinforcing our own foundations. 

The comment is noted; however, this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

PH-8 But it is going to build evermore buildings on the hillside, which is hazard-
ous. 

Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, pages 4.5-16 to 4.5-25, for analysis of risks due 
to seismicity, liquefaction, landslides, and soil stability, and Section 4.7, pages 
4.7-16 through 4.7-36, for discussion and analysis of potential hazards.  See also 
Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill 
Site 

PH-9 So looking at the historical part of why the University was even located up 
where it is because there is a multitude of springs up in Strawberry Canyon.  
The idea was that they were supposed to get their water from that supply.  
So as you fill the canyon with parking lots and buildings and so forth you 
know there is going to be water there. 

For a discussion of springs at the LBNL main hill site, please see response to 
Comment CMTW-9. 

PH-10 So in the past there has been landslides, and there has been a well built to rid 
the area of water accumulating.  That water slides down into Strawberry 
Creek, goes through the campus. 

The comment is noted.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions 
Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site 

PH-11 I know the campus has got restriction in case anybody wants to do a project 
in Strawberry Canyon, they advise waist-waders and rubber gloves.  So that 
is not totally (inaudible) water that is being pumped out of the Canyon. 

Please see response to Comment BR-26. 

PH-12 So there are many reasons why I think that the University and the Lab and 
the DOE, whoever is involved, should not be putting more structures up in 
the Canyon.  I think when you talk about collaboration that is not really as 
significant as the fact that if you should be -- if you are going to demolish 
anything at all, you should be moving out of the Canyon to other locations 
if there are, indeed, other locations. 

Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 5, pages 5-1 through 5-36, for description and 
analysis of Project alternatives, including off-site alternatives. 

PH-13 I am Gene Bernardi of the Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste.  And I 
wish to address the so-called seismic safety plan for the hazardous waste-
handling facility.  Replacement of the hazardous waste-handling facility, of 

The comment is noted; however, the siting, construction, and operation of the 
Hazardous Waste Handling Facility (HWHF) is outside the scope of this Pro-
ject and EIR.  
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the replacement of hazardous waste facilities, which is replacing existing 
hazardous waste, should never have been built in its presents location situ-
ated behind Lawrence Berkeley Lab's east gate on the Wildcat fault, which 
area is in the City of Oakland. 
 
In order to build this non-nuclear facility for the storage of radioactive and 
hazardous waste, it was necessary to do at least four things, one, ignore the 
Wildcat fault.  Two, ignore the safety implications of slope stability prob-
lems.  Three, failed to do a supplementary EIR when two major changes 
were made to the original EIR, namely, building a non-nuclear facility for 
storage of radioactive and hazardous waste and moving the fence-line a con-
siderable distance from the existing fence-line around the hazardous waste-
handling facility. 
 
So, first of all, it was built on the Wildcat fault.  They were aware of this, if 
not under their own knowledge but through public comments.  They ig-
nored the safety implications of slopes' building problems, this despite 
number one, the Lab's own revelation in response to public comments IS-7, 
which indicated that a slide 50 feet long by 100 feet wide occurred along the 
access road to the side of the replacement facility in the winter of 1994, '95.  
That is not ancient, which is what I heard a few moments ago.  And, num-
ber two, the knowledge provided in public comment of the University of 
California press release that reported that Centennial Drive, which connects 
to the access road which the handling facility was closed for eight months in 
1993 and 1994 due to a huge slide, again, not ancient. 
Three, failure to do a supplementary EIR when two major changes were 
made to the original EIR, first building a non-nuclear facility for storage of 
radioactive hazardous waste because the Department of Energy's western 
division, quote, determined that the benefits of constructing a nuclear facil-
ity do not justify the additional cost, unquote. 
 
Surely a nuclear facility has more safety features than a non-nuclear facility.  
Is safety not worth the cost?  In order to fall below the threshold for cate-

 
Nevertheless, for the purpose of clarification, please note that Building 85/85A 
is not situated on the Wildcat fault.  The Wildcat fault is located several hun-
dred feet east of Building 85/85A.  Please see response to comment GB-2.  In 
addition, the Wildcat fault is neither considered to be nor zoned as an active 
fault.  Please see DEIR pages 4.5-11 through 4.5-17.  Furthermore, the location 
of the slides referred to by the commenter do not intersect or underlie any 
portion of the Building 85/85A facility. These slides are relatively shallow and 
are different than the deeper “ancient” landslide deposits referred to by com-
menter. 
 
Therefore, the Wildcat fault has not been ignored; it does not significantly 
affect Building 85/85A due to its location and absence of activity.  Moreover, 
the objective of the proposed project is to address slope stability concerns asso-
ciated with Building 85/85A. 
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gory 3 non-reactor nuclear facilities -- 

PH-14 I am Dr. Georgia Wright, a member of Save Strawberry Canyon.  And I 
would like to point out that the objectives for this seismic safety phase two 
begin with to provide a safe modern scientific, et cetera.  Thereafter if we 
look at some of the findings in your appendix, it certainly looks as though 
all of the “safe” business has just been brushed under the rug. 

The comment is noted; however, UC LBNL respectfully disagrees.  Safety is 
analyzed and addressed throughout the Draft EIR. 

PH-15 I have been reading those geotech reports, and there are astonishingly huge 
trenches collapsing because they were 15 feet tall and full of mud, just clay.  
There were very few real deep sampling core samples taken.  And with the 
shallow trenches that were made, even the 50 feet ones ran into nothing but 
junk conglomerates, andesite, basalt, different volcanic stones.  What they 
call bedrock is probably only individual stones.  We know about that in this 
area of Berkeley. 
 
For example, if you got to the bottom of a creek and you decided to call an 
engineer and see if you can make your foundations, he may find a nice place 
to put the foundation.  You start putting it in two feet away and you hit a 
rock, so this is just messy stuff. 

UC LBNL is uncertain as to which specific reports are being referred to; no 
trench collapses occurred in recent investigations performed for Building 
85/85A or the GPL.  UC LBNL is aware that stability problems were noted in 
trenches excavated prior to the construction of Building 85/85A, occurring (as 
the comment suggests) in near-surface soil that was wet. 
 
Investigations performed for the GPL and Building 85/85A projects included 
deep borings that were sampled continuously.  The core samples obtained in-
clude volcanic and sedimentary rocks.  Materials were classified as bedrock on 
the basis of a thorough geologic review. 
 
Please see also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the 
LBNL Main Hill Site. 

PH-16 And yet you want to talk about new instrumentation and a safe environ-
ment, paying no attention to the costs that will be at least one-third higher if 
you are building in the hills in order to strengthen this and in the event of 
the earthquake, which is due in -- is overdue now, which will be something 
like 6.7.  And this is admitted in your report.  There will be great loss of 
taxpayer money and of life as landslides and buildings collapse on the build-
ings below.  Thank you. 

The project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the re-
quirements of the California Building Code and UC Seismic Policy.  Addition-
ally, the recommendations of the expert geotechnical reports commissioned for 
the proposed project would be implemented. 
 
See also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 

PH-17 My name is Garniss Curtis.  I am concerned about the danger of the Hay-
ward fault with respect to the buildings on the hill, Lawrence Berkeley Lab, 
and people, students in the Foothill housing and Stern housing.  The mate-
rial on the hill is resting on soft material with large blocks of (inaudible) lava 
in it.  And the contact on this side goes from the south end of the botanic 
garden in a curve back to the Cyclotron and around to Shasta Road closing 

UC LBNL recognizes the potential hazards associated with the Hayward fault 
and views seismic safety as a central concern. UC LBNL is proactively improv-
ing the safety of its facilities through projects (such as the GPL and at Building 
85/85A) which are investigated and designed in accordance with the latest regu-
lations, guidelines and codes. 
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up an (inaudible) circle that suggests a large crater. 
 
The blocks that we see in that, large blocks of andesite are standing on end.  
They clearly indicate that something collapsed into a big hole, probably a 
caldera.  And then it filled with water so that sediments were deposited on 
top of this.  But these blocks had different positions, left large voids which 
were filled with water and, in fact, Berkeley, in the early days got its water 
from these voids until they -- until the -- they used up all theirs. 

The geologic interpretations posited by Dr. Curtis are, in general, not sup-
ported by the onsite data. Hundreds of borings have been drilled for projects 
and environmental restoration activities at LBNL. Data from these borings 
substantially refute the assertion that “the hill is resting on soft material” and 
that there are “large voids” present beneath the areas occupied by LBNL.  See 
also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main 
Hill Site. 
 
UC LBNL recognizes that UC Berkeley once obtained water from springs in 
the hills (including many in the area that is now LBNL).  
 
Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 

So when Ben Leonard studied this with John Shively, they drew a (inaudi-
ble) in to see if they can tap one of these big things.  And they did tap it.  I 
was there when he was getting 400 gallons a minute from the side (inaudi-
ble), and then things collapsed. 
 
So then they drilled a vertical hole, and they took out 14 to 16 million gal-
lons of water in 10 years.  This is water that is trapped between the fault 
blocks, this collapsed Calderas.  And this is what most of the hill is built on.  
On the west side where the (inaudible) boundary comes around, the sedi-
ments of shale are dipping westward.  They are rising at a centimeter per 
year, the same rate that the Hayward fault is moving.  We are told the 
Hayward fault will have a 65 percent chance of a major earthquake in -- 
before 2032.  And things are going to look very bad after that.  Thank you. 

UC LBNL understands that the horizontal drains and vertical well referred to 
by the commenter yielded significant quantities of water. This was/is not un-
expected. These subsurface drainage facilities were installed within fractured 
volcanic rock that is shown on regional geologic maps as part of a regional 
syncline (U-shaped geologic structure). This structure has been frequently cited 
as the source of various natural springs. 
 
In past correspondence, Ben Lennert characterized the structure into which 
these drainage holes were drilled as a syncline (and not a collapsed caldera). 
This structure underlies the ridge between the upper portions of Chicken 
Creek and East Canyons, but is absent throughout most of LBNL. 
 
Onsite borehole data indicates that the sediments of shale referred to by the 
commenter do not uniformly dip westward (i.e. out of slope). Based on geo-
detic studies, the Berkeley Hills are thought to be currently experiencing uplift 
at a rate of up to about 1mm/year, not 1cm/year (Graymer 2000).  The USGS 
considers the probability of at least one magnitude 6.7 or larger earthquake 
occurring on the Hayward fault before 2036 to be 31 percent, not 65 percent. 

PH-18 I am John Shively.  I am an engineer.  And I was an engineer -- I was a cam-
pus principle engineer in 1974 when I got a call from the Lab telling me that 

The slides previously referred to by the commenter are not proximate to the 
GPL or Building 85/85A.  Based on a review of historic photographs that ex-
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there was an major slide going on, and we needed to come address it because 
part of the slide was not on LBNL's property at that time.  So I called the 
engineer, B.J. Leonard, the civil engineer, and he came and showed up, and 
we went up to the Lab.  And at that time the slide over on the west side 
below Lawrence Hall of Science was very active, was sliding down, had bro-
ken the road inside LBNL.  By the way, this is in the dry month of August 
1974 when the sun was shining and everything was beautiful. 
 
At any rate, Dr. McMillan, who was the director of the Lab at that time, 
was out there, and he had all of these caterpillar tractors out to start pushing 
the earth away.  And our consulting engineer, B.J. Leonard, called me aside.  
And I won't quote all the words he said, but he, in essence, told me they are 
crazy.  They have got to stop.  They are unloading it the wrong way.  It is 
going to precipitate more. 
 
It had already broken the road.  It had broken the underground utilities 
serving much of the Lab, and it had broken a building in two.  It was a mess.  
And the Lab had retained -- I think it is O.C. Jones with a bunch of caterpil-
lar tractors on the hillside.  At any rate.  I got that stopped because I noticed 
that the tractors were in violation of the OSHA roll-over protection.  And 
finally the Lab apparently later retained Leonard himself who advised them 
on how to deal with it. 
 
Nonetheless, this was just an indication of further instability of that hill.  
And it was not precipitated by an earthquake.  It was precipitated by under-
ground water that is coming from higher up over in Tilden.  And I came up 
with the idea of intercepting the water with a -- well, up by the Space Sci-
ences Lab, and it worked but -- apparently I am running out of time.  My 
recommendation to the Lab -- and I am supported, by the way.  Dr. Curtis 
is a professor emeritus, and he can speak to the issue of geology far better 
than I can.  His recommendation is to stop any further development of the 
Lab, pack up your bags and move elsewhere.  Thank you. 

tend back into the 1880’s, LBNL records, and pre-development topographic 
maps, no historically active slides underlie or intersect the proposed GPL 
Building or the Building 85/85A facility. 
 
UC acknowledges that the dewatering efforts initiated by John Shively likely 
increased slope stability within a localized area; this observation underscores 
the potential for engineering projects at LBNL to have beneficial effects.  
Please see also Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the 
LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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PH-19 Good evening.  My name is Janice Thomas.  And I want to say hello to 

Susan Samson.  Hi there.  Because as an advocate of science, I really want to 
join with you in encouraging this laboratory to move in a direction that will 
expedite research and promote efficiencies.  UCSF has four campuses.  They 
collaborate, they are efficient, they are effective, and they grew out of that.  
And when they realized that they had expanded beyond the site's capacity 
with pressure from the community and listening to the University, they 
found a better site. 

Issues related to the long term planning and development of LBNL at the 
LBNL main hill site are identified in the 2006 Long Range Development Plan 
(LRDP).  Please see responses to Comments CMTW-18, BR-22, BR25, and BR-
28.  This comment does not address environmental issues or the adequacy of 
the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

I applaud you guys with listening in respect to the general purpose lab.  This 
room would have been packed to the rim had you all remained at that site. 
 
But I want you, over all, to continue to really, really hear.  You can see that 
there are concerns.  The more we learn about the geological conditions, the 
more we will be sharing with you all, and the burden upon you will be 
greater to respond to that.  And that is why, again, it was reaching out to 
the science advocate because, again, the landslide that Mr. Shively talked 
about and the caldera that Dr. Curtis talked about are real phenomena. 

The comment is noted.  Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, pages 4.5-9 
through 4.5-25, for discussion and analysis of geological and slope stability 
issues pertaining to the proposed project.  Please see also Master Response 1, 
Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 

PH-20 

The people who have institutional memory are you, Jeff Philliber.  The 
decision-makers, honestly, they come and go.  As one of the old-school peo-
ple here I have seen a lot of movement of leadership, of course.  But the 
decision-makers aren't here.  And so we are going to have to somehow 
communicate loudly enough and effectively enough to get movement to 
find a better place to grow this campus. 
 
I know when 2025 comes around and this EIR comes out -- there will be a 
new one coming out -- I probably won't be participating in that one.  But I 
keep thinking, is this the best place for the next hundred years of science?  
We are going to need science a hundred years from now, and we are invest-
ing in this place.  So I just want you all to think about that.  Thank you. 

 

PH-21 My name is Carl Friberg.  And I speak on behalf of the steering committee 
for BLUE, Berkeleyans for a Liveable University Environment.  I don't 
know where to start on this.  Basically no, no, no, no.  The City of Berke-
ley, you know, or the University costs the City of Berkeley approximately 

The commenter states that UC Berkeley damages the City of Berkeley and 
expresses his dissatisfaction.  The comment is noted, however this comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, therefore no response is necessary. 
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$14 million a year beyond what the University contributes, something like 
that.  The last thing we need in this city, not only is it the idea itself, to have 
more trucks come across our roads, driving through our neighborhoods 
and, you know, tearing up our city. 
People of Berkeley, the residents pay federal taxes, we pay state taxes, we 
pay city taxes and now we have to pay for all of the damage you and the 
University does to our city.  And now you want to ruin Strawberry Can-
yon more than it already is. 

PH-22 There is a lot of places that would welcome you with open arms, really, 
through the state, even nearby here.  Your second alternative in your EIR 
would be perfect.  Richmond needs the employment.  It does not -- Berkeley 
does not.  We are crowded. 

The commenter states that Richmond would be a perfect site for future devel-
opment and that the City of Richmond would welcome LBNL.  The comment 
is noted.  Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, revised in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, 
analyzes an alternative to the proposed project which would involve construc-
tion of the proposed GPL at the UC Richmond Field Station (RFS). Neverthe-
less, this comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, so no response 
is necessary. 

PH-23 We can't park in our own neighborhoods on our block.  Even though I 
have a permit, I have to drive around sometimes for 15 to 20 minutes to find 
a place to park. 
 
The streets are terrible.  They are chewed up.  We have construction all over 
the University right now.  You are going to be building on a place where 
there is landslides.  You have to tear down buildings to put up new build-
ings probably for more people to be driving through our streets.  I thought 
you had some planners up there, people with intelligence.  It doesn't seem 
that way.  I mean, I am upset that I have to take time out of my family eve-
ning to come down here and even say anything to this.  Disgraceful. 

The commenter expresses dissatisfaction with neighborhood parking difficul-
ties and with traffic congestion and roadway conditions in Berkeley, including 
impacts related to construction projects at the University of California.  The 
commenter is also concerned about UC LBNL construction on a landslide-
prone area. 
 
Regarding parking difficulties, the proposed project would not increase long-
term operational traffic on Berkeley streets (please see Draft EIR Section 4.12).  
In addition, the Draft EIR addresses cumulative impacts from combined UC 
LBNL and UC Berkeley construction projects (please see Draft EIR pages 2-9 
and 2-10).  The LBNL 2006 Long Range Development Plan EIR examined 
truck-related impacts to city roadways for the combined LRDP construction 
and demolition program and found wear-and-tear to be less than significant 
(please see 2006 LRDP EIR pages IV.L-41 and 42) impacts related to UC con-
struction projects in Berkeley.   
 
Regarding geologic conditions at LBNL, please see Master Response 1, Geo-
logical Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, so no further re-
sponse is necessary.     

PH-24 My name is Leslie Emmington, and I live at 1955 The Uplands.  And I am a 
member of Save Strawberry Canyon.  And I wanted to respond to Dr. Gray 
because I know he is a gentleman undoubtedly of great integrity for his re-
search -- your research, and you are excited about facilities that will make 
the research possible.  And the kernel of your research is hope to bring 
health to problems we have in modern society. 
 
And Carl just mentioned the complexity or the questions of why this is the 
place.  And there are so many themes here, but I think the main theme is 
the place and the health of the place and the instability of the place.  And it's 
constricted.  And you are hoping to have synergy and growth.  And one 
discovery might lead to another discovery.  And this is a place that didn't 
develop naturally. 
 
It developed because of World War II secret research.  It is not a natural 
place to be.  It is not a place where federal sustainability money should be 
used and applied.  It is not part of the community.  We understand this re-
search is open to -- it is not secret.  It is part of our greater community.  And 
the millions and billions of dollars that are going into this research from 
federal stimulus money, perhaps, should be in a place like Richmond. 
 
There are so many things that have been said by people, but one thing I 
would like to emphasize again from today's New York Times is that that 
central feature of the front page was earthquakes.  And we have been build-
ing buildings that are a threat to communities.  They are in places they 
shouldn't be.  There is earthquake faults running obviously, and this is just a 
place that is not healthy for LBNL as well as for the community. 
So let's all get together.  We don't need a CAG because that is talking about 
some future.  We need to talk about right now, the crisis of right now, join-
ing together and finding an alternative site that gives an advantage to you 

The comment is noted.  Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, pages 4.5-9 through 
4.5-25, for discussion and analysis of risks related to seismicity, and Chapter 5, 
pages 5-1 through 5-36, for discussion of alternatives, including off-site alterna-
tives. 
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and a community profile to you that enhances your image and your im-
provement and your research.  So let's do it differently.  Thanks. 

PH-25 Once again, you guys, maybe we should televise this and have, you know, a 
sit com for the public to know what citizens in Berkeley go through peri-
odically trying to let the University and the Lab know how we feel about 
what they are doing. 
 
I happen to work at the Berkeley -- U.C. Berkeley's botanical garden when 
this happened, what Mr. Shively was talking about.  Because there was so 
much water in those hills that during the worst drought we had had, the 
gardeners were embarrassed to be seen watering because they had so much 
water coming off the hill that they watered at night so nobody would see 
that they were using a huge amount of water in the garden.  And that went 
on for a long time.  That was a long drought.  That water kept coming out. 
 
It didn't seem to have much affect on anybody's sensibilities up at the Lab.  
Oh, well.  We will just let it come out.  All that wonderful water we could 
have been using elsewhere except that now most of the water that comes 
down that hill is not clean enough to use.  And you have to understand that 
whatever is up there is going to come down to the Bay and through our 
houses and gardens and streets. 
 
You have that nano-technology lab emitting nano-particles that you have no 
way of knowing the effect.  What if there is an earthquake?  What if there is 
a fire?  You don't know what is going to happen.  The Brits say if you in-
hale enough of it you suffocate.  But you are just casual.  Well, you know, 
science has to march on.  And we are trying to keep up with it.  It is so irre-
sponsible. 
 
You need to get out of there.  You need to clean up the mess that you have 
made.  You can take down those buildings and clean it up and restore it.  
My field is horticulture and we fix creeks.  You have got to restore those 
hills.  You cannot keep damaging them, ruining them for anything else.  

In the past several decades, the University of California and the Department of 
Energy have worked intensively to provide responsible stewardship of the 
LBNL main hill site and its environs.  For example, over the past 20 years UC 
LBNL has worked under the regulatory oversight of the California Depart-
ment of Toxic Substances Control to clean up areas of contaminated soil and 
groundwater at the site. UC LBNL will continue to evaluate potential con-
tamination as new areas become accessible to investigation and clean up any 
newly discovered contamination to the levels required by the DTSC. The trit-
ium groundwater plume is confined to the site with concentrations well below 
the drinking water standard and decreasing over time.  No tritium has been 
detected in Strawberry Creek from the years of routine sampling by UC 
LBNL.  Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the 
LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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You have got that eucalyptus grove impregnated with tritium that you tried 
to sell to some Asian country until they got wise to it.  I mean, what kind of 
people do things like that?  You are pigs.  You don't clean your place up.  
The stuff that's been going on up there is just crazy.  You have got a lot of 
junk up there.  You have got a lot of old stuff.  Get rid of it all.  Fix the 
hills.  You have got that tritium plume coming down the Strawberry Creek.  
You have got to do something to clean up your mess. 
 
And unfortunately, although people have advised you to go to Richmond, 
God save them if you go to Richmond because you are such slobs.  You 
really don't know how to take care of things.  But you are going to do great 
science.  I am sorry.  I am not impressed.  I want you to get out of the can-
yon.  I want you to restore the hillside, clean up your mess and go.  Do sci-
ence, if you have to, somewhere else.  If you don't, I mean, we lived for 
many millenniums without your science. 

PH-26 Good evening.  My name is Pamela Sihvola with the Committee to Mini-
mize Toxic Waste.  For the past 15 years we have worked trying to under-
stand and expose the historical contamination at the Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory.  In 1996, as Gene mentioned, we were desperately 
concerned about the construction of the replacement of the hazardous waste 
handling facility in a landslide area right on top of earthquake faults.  In-
deed, this is a map that shows the canyon.  All these lines indicate fault lines.  
And the hazardous waste-handling facility is right here, right on top of the 
east canyon fault. 

Please see response to Comment PH-13, above, in regard to siting, construc-
tion, and operation of the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility.  It is not possi-
ble to specifically respond to the Commenter's references to maps shown to 
the audience in her oral presentation. 

PH-27 And then the General Purpose Lab was proposed to be placed right on top 
of the fault.  These areas marked with the green indicate the historic legacy 
contamination of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  The Build-
ing 25 site that has been mentioned as a replacement area for the General 
Purpose Lab is in a landslide area, as we all learned from the EIR.  And it is 
right smack in the middle of the largest plume within the old town.  The old 
town is right here. 
 
And I have some questions about the demolition of the Old Town as well.  

Geotechnical studies have confirmed that the Building 25/25B site for the GPL 
is not in an active landslide area. 
 
The soil tests performed to date at the Building 25/25B site indicate that con-
tamination is below actionable levels.  After the floor slab is removed, addi-
tional tests will be performed. 
 
 
Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, pages 4.5-9 through 4.5-15, for discussion of 
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There were five buildings in the notice of preparation for this particular EIR 
that were located in the Old Town, but suddenly they disappeared and went 
into a project called the demolition of the Old Town for which I understand 
nobody in the community knew anything about a negative declaration that 
was issued.  So we are very concerned about what happened to those five 
buildings from the original plan and why, indeed, there was no environ-
mental review for those particular documents. 

faults, seismicity, and slope stability, and Section 4.7, pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-
22, for discussion of subsurface contamination hazards that may be associated 
with the proposed Seismic Phase 2 Project.  In regard to the question about the 
Old Town demolition environmental process, please refer to response to 
Comment PH-41.  

PH-28 Building 55 is up here.  It is also part of another plume that is associated 
with this section of the Lab. 

The comment states that there is a plume of contamination associated with UC 
LBNL activities in the vicinity of Building 55; however, there is no known 
groundwater contamination underlying Building 55.  Building 55 was not iden-
tified among the known locations of groundwater contamination at LBNL in 
the Second Quarter Fiscal Year 2009 Environmental Restoration Program 
Quarterly Progress report. 

PH-29 And Building 71, all the trailers are in an area where contamination exists. The comment states that all Building 71 trailers are located in an area where 
contamination exists.   
 
Pages 4.7-20 through 4.7-21 of the DEIR discuss soil and groundwater con-
tamination in the vicinity of Building 71 trailers.  While low concentrations of 
VOCs are present in the groundwater at that location, concentrations detected 
are well below MCLs for drinking water.  Low concentrations of the halo-
genated VOC 1,2-dichloroethane (DCA) have been detected in the soil around 
the trailers; however, the maximum detected concentration is well below the 
Environmental Screening Level (ESL) that would be a concern for construction 
workers.  Curium-244 was detected in soil in the trailer demolition area at a 
maximum concentration of 0.42 pCi/g, a level which is well below the current 
EPA Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) of 6.7 pCi/g for residential land 
use and 38 pCi/g for outdoor workers. 

PH-30 In addition to the contamination, we have the earthquake fault.  They are 
numerous and they all belong to the -- I mean, the whole Laboratory, the 
whole canyon belongs to the Hayward earthquake fault zone.  And, indeed, 
I think initially all this should have been and may have been part of the 
(inaudible) zone which, indeed, has been modified at least 12 times since the 
past. 

Regarding geologic conditions at LBNL, please refer to response to Comment 
PH-27 and Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 
 
Only a very small portion of LBNL is within the official State-designated 
Earthquake Fault Zone that surrounds the Hayward fault. Building 85/85A 
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The earthquake issue is a real concern.  This map here shows the major slide 
areas.  Again, we have faults, we have creeks, and then we have the slides.  
This is the big one which is the main reason why the -- well, the hazardous 
waste-handling facility is now supposed to be retrofitted.  This map -- these 
buildings are from the Lab's 2006 long-range development plan EIR.  Every-
thing in black indicates proposed buildings. 
 
I don't know what, indeed, the Laboratory is planning to put, but this is a 
huge landslide area.  Everything in black should never be materialized.  I 
mean, it is sort of insane to even start retrofitting the hazardous waste-
handling facility. 

and the proposed General Purpose Lab are both located outside of the State-
designated Earthquake Fault Zone (by distances of about 1300 feet and 4200 
feet, respectively). 
 
Additionally, the map referenced herein by the commenter (she displayed this 
at the Public Hearing) includes hypothesized “paleolandslides” that have not 
been active in historic time and may not even exist, as mapped. Site-specific 
geologic and geotechnical investigations have recently been performed for the 
GPL and Building 85/85A for the specific purpose of assessing potential land-
slide-related hazards.  Geologic investigations for the GPL demonstrate that the 
site is situated on a ridge of volcanic rock that has been stable for thousands of 
years.  The project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the California Building Code and UC Seismic Policy.  Addi-
tionally, the recommendations of the expert geotechnical reports commis-
sioned for the proposed project would be implemented.  As such, seismic 
strengthening of Building 85/85A would appropriately restrain landslide de-
posits beneath the structures. 

PH-31 I can't even imagine that the piers will be long enough.  I mean, where are 
they going to be anchored? 

The drilled piers for the Building 85/85A project will be anchored within in-
place Orinda Formation sedimentary bedrock that exists beneath the landslide 
deposits. 

PH-32 I mean, it is a huge slide, and I will bet you that -- I mean, I didn't see any 
real documentation that showed where there is stable ground where you can 
anchor anything. 

The below-grade drilled pier and tiebacks will extend into stable in-place bed-
rock below the depth of previous landsliding and will be designed to retain 
deposits beneath the Building 85/85A facility. These deposits are smaller in size 
than the larger upcanyon-downcanyon slide that exists nearby but does not 
underlie the Building 85/85A facility.  Please see Master Response 1, Geologi-
cal Conditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site, and the Geologic and 
Geotechnical Investigation Report for Building 85/85A Stabilization prepared 
by Alan Kropp (April 2010).   

PH-33 They should go out of the canyon.  Here is the Old Town.  Again, every-
thing in brown indicates slide areas.  And this is -- I mean, you look at all 
these proposed buildings.  They are in treacherous areas, and if they are not 
located in a chemical or radioactive contamination site they are in a land-
slide area that is specifically defined by the state of California as being an 

The question of developing further facilities offsite was considered in the EIR 
prepared for the UC LBNL Long Range Development Plan.  Based on that 
EIR, the Regents decided not to adopt an offsite alternative for the long range 
development of the Lab.  That decision of the Regents was upheld in Jones v. 
Regents (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 818.  
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earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone which means landslide will be 
mobilized in the event of a major earthquake which we are expecting to 
happen any day now. 
 
So please take this matter very seriously, review the real dangers of these 
particular proposals and, indeed, very seriously consider off-loading these 
buildings from the hillside.  Thank you. 

 
With respect to the Seismic Phase II project, off-site alternatives to the pro-
posed project, were evaluated in the Draft EIR at pages 5-1 through 5-36.] 

PH-34 I would like to correct my previous comments to say that the Lab ignored 
the east canyon fault when it cited the hazardous waste handling facility on 
a fault.  So I was indicating the hanky-pank that the Lab went through in 
order to build the replacement hazardous waste-handling facility, and that 
they decided after the original EIR to build a non-nuclear facility originally.  
They were to build a Category Three non-reactor nuclear facility.  That was 
what the original EIR said. 
 
But the tritium focus group actually was able to get the Department of En-
ergy to change the threshold for such a facility from 1,000 Curies to 16,600 
Curies in order to make it possible for them to not build a nuclear facility.  
That is despite the fact that there was a huge inventory, about 39,000 Curies 
of tritium, at the Lab at that time. 
 
The other thing that they did was to move the fence-line a considerable dis-
tance from the existing fence-line around the hazardous waste-handing facil-
ity site in order to declare they are not exceeding the regulations for radia-
tion doses to the public.  This would not be possible without public hear-
ings if private property rather than UC Regents property were located out-
side the existing fence-line. 
 
Carol was talking about what slobs the people are at the Lab.  And I just 
want to point out that all of this is done under the tutelage of the University 
of California.  And I see some parallels here to what has been happening 
with the stadium.  The judge in the case of the stadium said, “You can't have 
this barrier” -- I don't know whether it is a pier or what you would call it -- 

Please see response to comment GB-2.   
For further discussion of issues pertaining to the commenter’s HWHF-related 
assertions on fence-line, piers, and nuclear status, please also refer to responses 
to comments GB-2, PH-31, and PH-32. 
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because it is attached to the stadium, and the (inaudible) will not allow it to 
be attached and to proceed.  So someone just said we will do without this 
barrier that is supposed to prevent the stadium from collapsing in onto the 
recreation facility. 
 
So now we see all of this hanky-pank that took place in order to do the haz-
ardous waste handling facility, changing the fence-line so it did not exceed 
the doses to the public, building a non-nuclear facility instead of a nuclear 
facility, and now 50-foot deep piers that are attached to the building.  
Shouldn't the Federal Government be looking at the (inaudible) require-
ments? 

PH-35 Yes.  So each and every project that the Lab builds at the hillside campus 
increases our investment.  And I say “our” since we are all taxpayers.  It 
increases our investment in this mistake.  So when I saw the presentation 
earlier and I saw these little shacks with these little buildings that were built 
in 1950 and they looked pretty bad, and I don't think they are really fit for 
anybody, especially the scientists and the research. 
 
So, yeah, demolish them.  But you are, again, investing in the wrong site to 
be staying there.  In other words, this should be the beginning of the end 
instead of more of the same and into the future.  You said in your draft EIR 
that this new building, the general purpose lab, will allow some people to 
move from a leased off-site facility.  I assume this is the Potter Street facility.  
Again, you have a nice facility with freeway access, and it is not all com-
pletely consolidated at one solitary site.  No, it is not.  But, again, I chal-
lenge you to think about we should not be transporting -- we should not be, 
again, investing in this new site -- not the new site.  But we should be con-
sidering staying at the Potter Street rather than the hillside. 
 
When I see that you all are stabilizing the landslide area at the hazardous 
waste-handing facility, damn.  I mean, this is a hazardous waste handling 
facility that was built on top of the east canyon fault.  Is that what you said, 
Joan?  I think I remember reading that in the draft EIR, you know, who did 

The comment is noted.  The Commenter's observations about the suitability 
of certain outdated small buildings and trailers and slated for demolition under 
the proposed Project is addressed by the Project Objectives (Draft EIR pp. 1-4 
and 1-5). 
 
Please refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIR, which describes modifications to the 
proposed project.  Whereas it was initially envisioned that approximately 100 
future occupants of the proposed GPL would relocate to the LBNL main hill 
site from off-site locations, the proposed project has been modified so that fu-
ture occupants of the GPL would be drawn primarily from on-site locations 
with only approximately 30 UC Berkeley researchers, some of whom already 
work or travel to LBNL regularly, transferring to the LBNL main hill site 
from the adjacent UC Berkeley campus. 
 
In 2008, extensive site specific geologic investigations were conducted in the 
area south of Building 85/85A to check whether the East Canyon Fault existed 
where previously mapped.  Bedrock exposures viewed in exploratory trenches 
clearly demonstrated the East Canyon fault is not present and therefore does 
not underlie Building 85/85A.  The Building 85/85A component of the Project 
relates to the singular issue of landsliding.   
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that.  I don't like that.  I don't think it was very good.  I don't think it was 
very smart.  So now, sure, you are going to stabilize it and you have to stabi-
lize it.  But doesn't this suggest that there is cumulative compound error, 
synergistic error?  How about that one? 

 

PH-36 And I have got another one for you.  If one cumulative impact wasn't ana-
lyzed -- and, Jeff, did you know about this, that 10,000 trees will be removed 
and 45 acres in Strawberry Canyon?  It is a reasonably-foreseeable planned 
project.  It is a FEMA grant.  And there is no -- it is not listed as a project 
and therefore there is no cumulative impact analysis. 

The comment states that the Strawberry Canyon Vegetation Management 
Project was omitted from the list of projects considered in the analysis of cu-
mulative impacts undertaken in the DEIR.  Please see response to Comment 
SSC-1-7.  No further response is necessary. 

PH-37 I just want to discuss the Hayward fault which extends from its contact with 
the San Andreas fault south of Gilroy and it goes on up and joins the Rogers 
Creek fault in Santa Rosa.  Along this fault an interesting thing is happen-
ing.  The serpentine is squeezing up like toothpaste carrying with it a lot of 
huge rocks.  Stern Hall, the original Stern Hall and the extension of it sit on 
top of this melange, squeezed out of the Hayward fault.  How fast it comes 
we don't know.  But here is something we do know.  When the tunnel was 
put in from the San Pablo Reservoir to the filter plan and to El Cerrito, 
three miles, when they got in over a thousand feet they bumped into serpen-
tine at Thanksgiving.  When they came back four days later that serpentine 
had squeezed out of the tunnel and they had to start all over.  That stuff is 
synovial, and it carries with it these big rocks which are terribly dangerous, 
which, if it happens with this next quake here, Stern hall and Foothill hous-
ing will be destroyed. 
 
I also said that not because of the serpentine, but the earthquake itself is 
going to be as big as Loma Prieta, they say, or bigger.  It will probably de-
stroy the Richmond Bridge, which is very poor construction.  Anyhow, if 
you want to see some of this, Tunnel Road has exposures of some of this 
material.  And you can go along the Hayward fault as published by the U.S. 
Geological Survey and see this all along the fault material that has come up.  
Thank you. 

The comment is noted; however, this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR, so no response is necessary. 

PH-38 All right.  Good evening, everybody.  Can you hear me?  Good.  A few days 
ago there was an airplane flying very, very low, and I was very frightened.  

Please refer to Master Response 2, Security Issues. 
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And I went out on Milvia between Cedar and Vine, I went down to look up 
at the Lab because I was afraid something might be going on with that air-
plane. 
 
Well, probably the reason why -- I think it was a fighter airplane.  I don't 
think it was a private plane.  Probably the reason why I reacted so much 
was because I was born in the middle of Stern Grove, World War II.  And 
we had Nazi bombers.  So whenever there is something like that, I go into 
kind of my war mode of being careful.  So perhaps I preoccupy a little bit 
more about safety, but that was my experience. 
 
Now, some years ago I worked for a county supervisor in Alameda County, 
and I had a colleague in the Oakland Police Department, and together we 
worked on an evaluation plan for the Oakland Coliseum.  And this was in 
the mid 1970s when there was a lot of information about a certain variety of 
terrorism in those days, which in your literature you call intentional de-
structive acts. 
 
Now, I usually don't say much about this because sometimes in the audience 
there are shaky people, and I don't want to up the ante.  But I really think 
that this Lab is not very safe for the people that work there.  I think the 
research is very important.  I know people -- I have had people stay in my 
house who worked there, and I want to see it continue and to have more 
grants, but I would like it to be at an alternative site that has a safe perime-
ter. 
 
My policeman friend who died always said it was a law enforcement night-
mare up there.  How could law enforcement respond to intentional destruc-
tive acts.  And I wonder if you do talk with our local law enforcement lead-
ers, like what would they do. 
 
I know there is disaster planning, and it is kept under wraps, and I know 
Homeland Security is also at the Lab, but I would like to really have you 
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think about that because most of you work there.  And I know that when-
ever I hear an airplane like that one or an explosion in Berkeley, I usually 
think something probably went on at the Lab by a crazy person or a danger 
person.  And because there is no buffer zone, I don't know how you can 
patrol it.  Three gates with key-pads, it is very, very easy to penetrate the 
Lab.  It would be very easy for someone to knock down those western 
power towers. 
 
There are many things there that -- I am not a law enforcement person, but 
perhaps you could you look more carefully at that and consider an alterna-
tive site like the Golden Gateway Project at the Army Base in Oakland or 
the Richmond Field Station.  Thank you. 

PH-39 Excuse me.  Thank you.  I am John Shively.  Again, I just want to say 
briefly, an earthquake is now due, and earthquakes seem to happen in great 
cycles.  And Dr. Curtis can speak to that much better than I can.  And when 
it happened, it is going to have consequences for the Lab absolutely.  The 
Lab is built on a very steep, precarious hillside, and I don't know the geol-
ogy, but certainly Professor Curtis does. 
 
And he has studied the full length of the Hayward fault.  And he can give 
you a far better idea.  But what I learned from Dr. Curtis is that when it 
does happen, certainly a lot of your facilities -- and the big investment that I 
know is up there because I worked up at the Lab back in the '60s for eight 
years except for two years I was in Switzerland.  And then later I was work-
ing on the campus as a principal engineer in the Office of Architects and 
Engineers. 
 
I know the -- those facilities are going to be damaged or destroyed, and when 
that happens, not only will you have facilities destroyed, you are going to 
have life damage and injuries or people killed.  And I don't see how, based 
on what I have learned from Professor Curtis, I don't see how you can avoid 
it.  But it does bring us to the point, well, what are we going to do about it.  
Well, there are excellent alternatives, certainly. 

The relative advantages and disadvantages of the RFS as the site for the Seismic 
Phase 2 project are discussed and analyzed on pages 5-18 through 5-25.   
 
The RFS is not located on a landfill and the DEIR contains no mention of the 
RFS being located on a landfill.  The RFS occupies approximately 162 acres, of 
which 90 acres is upland, and 72 acres of Western Stege Marsh and mudflat. If 
the proposed project is located in the central upland portions of RFS, then 
liquefaction potential would be low; whereas the southerly portion of the RFS 
site (nearer the bay) has greater liquefaction potential. 
 
Please see Master Response 1, Geological Conditions Underlying the LBNL 
Main Hill Site. 
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The Richmond Field Station is, what, 20 minutes from the Lab.  The cam-
pus is 10 minutes from the Lab.  There is a bus that goes back and forth to 
the Field Station.  The communication that is there is excellent.  You got 
about 50 acres that can be developed.  It is relatively flat.  The LBNL report 
that alleges that it is on landfill is wrong.  It is false. 
 
I know we did a soil study, and I know what is out at the Field Station be-
cause later I was a manager of the Field Station for six years.  So I think that 
this is a time when you should -- I know it is not something that people can 
take lightly, and I know you have got a tremendous investment in there.  
And I know that it is -- there is going to be a lot a lot of resistance to mov-
ing, but when facilities and lives are put in jeopardy, then you must honor 
that.  Thank you. 

PH-40 The date of Cal's February 22nd issue, “Berkeley Lab Reaps Benefits of 
Stimulus,” this is -- this article states that, “Indeed, Lawrence Berkeley Na-
tional Laboratory has received $264 million.  Indeed, they have created 192 
jobs.”  So if you calculate the basic value of each of these 192 jobs, it trans-
lates to $1.375 million per job. 
 
I mean, that is kind of interesting, and especially if we think about these 
other issues where taxpayer monies are spent on retrofitting folly, which is 
the hazardous waste-handling facility, and building on now known land-
slides, I think this laboratory warrants an investigation and full audit by the 
GAO.  And I hope that everybody here will join, and I think that we 
should ask the government accounting office to investigate how these 
ARRA funds are being spent.  Under these American and Recovery Rein-
vestment Act monies, they should all be used in a way that is fully accept-
able to the impacted community. 

The various components of the Seismic Phase 2 project described and analyzed 
in the Draft EIR would be supported by federal, non-ARRA funding.  LBNL 
ARRA funding information can be found at: 
 
http://www.lbl.gov/Publications/recovery/index.html 

PH-41 And then lastly I want to mention, I want to go back to the Old Town 
demolition, because this is very, very curious.  On Page 4.0-6, you know, 
this is Chapter 6, Old Town demolition.  And it says that, “The categorical 
exclusion was filed for the project under NEPA December of 2009. Based on 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Seismic Phase 2 Project (December 
9, 2008) was prepared in a relatively early stage of planning pursuant to CEQA 
Section 15083 (Early Public Consultation).  The NOP repeatedly describes 
(e.g., on page 9, Project Information page; pages 11-12, Project Characteristics; 
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an environmental checklist completed in December 2009, this project was 
determined to be within the scope of LBNL's 2006 LRDP EIR....  The pro-
ject was approved in December 2009.  Work is expected to commence in 
mid 2010 and be completed in mid 2013.” 
 
Who approved this project?  Five of the buildings that were part of the 
original notice of preparation for this particular EIR are now dumped into 
the Old Town demolition without any public scrutiny, without any envi-
ronmental review.  I mean, were there any members of the public notified 
about the Old Town demolition?  I certainly did not receive any notice 
regarding these categorical exclusions.  I understand nobody here did either. 

and pages 15 and 18, Demolition) the proposed Project as including demolition 
of Buildings 25, 25B, 55, modular trailers associated with Building 71, and 
Building 74F, with a stipulation that “in the event that Building 55 is not de-
molished due to funding constraints, one or more of the following seismically 
deficient buildings may be demolished: 4, 5, 14, 16, and/or 17.”  As project 
planning evolved during and after the scoping process, the funding necessary 
for Building 55 demolition became more secure and thus the option to possibly 
demolish the five Old Town buildings identified in the NOP was not carried 
forward as part of the proposed Project. 
 
The Old Town demolition project was later proposed when an opportunity 
arose to use federal funding to demolish a large portion of the LBNL “Old 
Town” area.  It includes decontamination, demolition, and environmental 
restoration of Buildings 4, 5, 7, 7C, 14, 16, 25A, 40, 41, 44, 44A, 44B, 52, and 
52A.  NEPA for the Old Town project was covered under a Categorical Exclu-
sion that was approved by the Department of Energy on September 28, 2009.  
CEQA was covered under the 2006 LRDP EIR, with findings and approval 
made on December 3, 2009 under delegated authority to the LBNL Director.  
Neither CEQA nor NEPA requires public notification of documentation and 
approval of these types, although a Notice of Determination was filed for the 
CEQA decision at that time.  DOE and the University have made these NEPA 
and CEQA approval documents available to any member of the public who 
request them. 

PH-42 So I think the GAO should look into how the laboratory is moving with 
these huge amounts of taxpayer money.  They are moving really fast, as fast 
as the landslides when they start moving.  And I think we need to stop it 
until there is full scrutiny about using the monies appropriately.  Thank 
you. 

The comment expresses an opinion of the commenter and does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR.  No response is warranted. 

PH-43 Just two small points.  One of them is regarding Save Strawberry Canyon.  
I, as a citizen of Berkeley, was part of forming Save Strawberry Canyon, and 
Janice made a comment if the General Purpose Lab was still in Strawberry 
Canyon, this room would be full of people.  And we mobilize around the 
beauty and the contribution that Strawberry Canyon makes to the greater 

Regarding conditions at LBNL, please see Master Response 1, Geological Con-
ditions Underlying the LBNL Main Hill Site. 
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Bay Area as part of its geological definition of what makes the National 
Seashore -- the consortium of all of our formations around the Bay. 
 
And we are also now talking about Blackberry Canyon and Old Town.  
And it is a newcomer for me.  And tonight I am learning about Old Town 
and Blackberry Canyon.  But what I want to share is that as someone who is 
like everyone in this town, probably, the Blackberry Canyon part of the 
Strawberry Canyon watershed is hidden to the eye.  And even if you look at 
early pictures its ravine is hidden to the eye.  It is part of the hill landscape, 
but it is hidden to the eye because the arroyo or the thickness of the steep 
slopes in which the Old Town exists were just thick with oak trees.  And it 
is still not a vista point. 
 
You don't -- people don't quite know where that Old Town is, where the 
Bevatron, where the electrical power is coming through.  And I learned 
about it in depositions for the CRT case that Save Strawberry Canyon had -- 
there is an electric city in there that is just like if you were out in the Rus-
sian Steppes or something and you went into one of these cities that is just 
pulsating with -- I don't know, but I am not sure that it goes together with 
cancer research. 
 
But anyway, the one other thing I want to say that is slides and the feeling 
of slides, I would like any of you to do what I did the other day during one 
of the rainstorms, which was to see the north fourth of Strawberry Creek, 
and if you find it where it comes down from Blackberry Canyon, you meet 
fences all around LBNL.  And what is coming out from under the fences 
which are falling, tilting, old earth is coming down. 
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